Farm Bill DA
1NCs
1nc – Top
a. Uniqueness: The Farm Bill will pass now – there’s renewed focus and enough bipartisan support. 
Marchant, 6/10 (Tyrell, “Lawmakers cautiously optimistic about farm bill progress,” June 10, 2024, https://www.agproud.com/articles/59857-lawmakers-cautiously-optimistic-about-farm-bill-progress)
The U.S. House of Representatives Agriculture Committee completed its markup of the Farm, Food and National Security Act of 2024, more commonly known as the farm bill, on May 24, and passed the proposed legislation by a vote of 33-21. However, though the farm bill has historically enjoyed bipartisan support, many pundits and members of Congress expect the Democrat-controlled Senate to put forth a very different piece of the $1.5 trillion legislation than any that might pass on the floor of the Republican-led House. House ag leaders are working on a version of the bill that is expected to spend less on future low-income food assistance and more on large-scale commodity production, while the Senate appears to be mulling proposals to do just the opposite.
A new farm bill is typically passed every five years. The comprehensive package is the federal government’s biggest tool in helping ensure the U.S. food supply remains secure. The previous one was passed before the COVID-19 pandemic snarled supply chains and caused massive inflation, before the war between agricultural giants Russia and Ukraine began, before the price of farmland skyrocketed and before the Biden administration passed climate policy that heavily impacts agricultural producers. So passage of a new farm bill is clearly a priority for both Congress and the industry.
Among the most prominent features of the farm bill are risk management tools for farmers and ranchers, nutrition funding for low-income families, agricultural research and conservation programs. The current legislation, which was passed in 2018 and received an eleventh-hour, one-year extension last fall, is set to expire at the end of the 2024 fiscal year on Sept. 30. The full 2024 Farm Bill is likely months away from becoming law. A packed congressional calendar and the upcoming election present a significant time crunch to getting the sweeping legislation through both chambers of Congress. Some lawmakers have said the probable outcome is a stalemate that would force a temporary extension of current policies. Should that come to pass, the onus would likely fall on a lame-duck Congress to pass farm bill legislation between the November election and the end of the congressional session on Jan. 3. However, legislators and ag groups alike remain cautiously optimistic the new bill will be passed before the September deadline. As of June 10, the committee-approved farm bill has not been presented on either the Senate or House floor.
b. Link: IP reform is polarizing and wrecks the legislative momentum. 
– it taps into divergent cultural beliefs and has empirically sparked political controversy. 
Wittlin et al ’18 (Maggie, Lisa Larrimore Ouellette, and Gregory N. Mandel, all professors of law, “What Causes Polarization on IP Policy?,” University of California, Davis [Vol. 52; 1193], https://scholarshare.temple.edu/bitstream/handle/20.500.12613/6338/Mandel-JournalArticle-2018.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y)
The rise in the global economic importance of intellectual property (“IP”) has been accompanied by a rise in polarization on IP issues.1 In response to both trends, we have witnessed a dramatic increase in empirical efforts to understand how IP systems function (or fail).2 Yet this growth in the quality and quantity of evidence on IP issues has not reduced disagreement on socially optimal IP policy. As one prominent example, when Congress was debating patent reform legislation in 2015, over fifty law and economics professors wrote to Congress to respond to those “who claim there is little empirical evidence available to assess the performance of the American patent system.”3 To the contrary, they contended that “a large and increasing body of evidence indicates that the net effect of patent litigation is to raise the cost of innovation and inhibit technological progress, subverting the very purpose of the patent system.”4 This letter in turn sparked a response from another forty professors who called the studies cited by the first letter “flawed, unreliable, or incomplete.”5 Both letters referenced a surge in empirical IP evidence, but diverged starkly concerning the evidence’s implications. Despite — or perhaps because of — this trend of polarization, there continues to be a cacophony of calls for further and more precise research to resolve IP policy questions.6
Contrary to the accepted wisdom, we believe that efforts to resolve IP policy disputes through additional empirical work may be destined to fail in the current IP climate. To be clear, we think empirical IP work has value.7 Our point is that empirical progress does not ineluctably lead to consensus and empirically informed policy. This hypothesis is based on the premise that facts about the IP system do not drive much of the actual opinion about IP policy. Rather, beliefs about the strengths and weaknesses of IP policy often exist prior to, and regardless of, empirical evidence. Of course, some debates focus on the fundamental goals of IP, and such debates could never be resolved through empiricism.8 But even within the dominant utilitarian perspective, we have more empirical evidence than ever before, yet seemingly even less agreement on what this evidence indicates. Disagreement may persist in part because most people pay no attention to empirical IP work and simply stick to their priors. For example, we suspect that many of the scholars who signed the antiand pro-patent reform letters did not spend significant time evaluating the empirical studies referenced in those letters. But we believe that even those who do engage with the empirical literature are unlikely to change their minds.
The failure of evidence to resolve contentious policy debates is not unique to IP; this phenomenon has been well documented in the literature on “cultural cognition.”9 This literature demonstrates that when particular beliefs on issues such as climate change10 or gun control11 become important to defining group identities, people are more likely to use motivated reasoning to credit evidence that confirms their views and to dismiss evidence that challenges their beliefs on those issues. When factual beliefs become intertwined with cultural identity, new evidence does not bring people closer to a consensus; instead, it polarizes them further.12
Cultural cognition research does not serve only to diagnose the problem; it can also help craft solutions. The Cultural Cognition Project has the “explicit normative objective” of identifying ways society can engage in evidence-based policymaking without degrading or excluding any cultural group.13 Research in line with this goal has identified several mechanisms for mitigating bias and polarization, including methods of communication such as framing, using culturally identifiable experts to communicate the information, imbuing the information with culturally congenial meanings, and presenting the information in the context of small deliberative groups.14 If cultural cognition does explain IP polarization — if people’s views on the strengths and weaknesses on IP policy are indeed culturally driven — these communication techniques might serve to minimize cultural polarization on IP and allow empirical work to influence policy debates.15
This raises the question: does cultural cognition influence people’s perceptions of the risks and benefits of IP policy, or is the division primarily based on other factors? To answer this question, research is needed on subjects with strong views on IP policy. National conversations have formed around the issues of climate change,16 gun control policy,17 and mandatory human papillomavirus (“HPV”) vaccination,18 but there is less national focus on the risks and benefits of patent and copyright protection. This is not to say that the general public has no views on IP — from the online pirating of music and videos to the patenting of genes, there are many IP stories that percolate into popular media.19 One of us has found that the general public tends to view IP law as designed to prevent plagiarism and to believe that IP rights are too strong.20 However, IP experts likely hold stronger views about IP policy than members of the general public. If cultural conflict is brewing, we should find the strongest evidence of it in the expert community.
There is relatively little evidence on how experts view IP. Recently, James Daily analyzed the signatories to the two letters mentioned at the beginning of this Article, concluding that signatories to the second letter — criticizing the letter that criticized the current patent regime — were more likely to be registered patent attorneys and Republican donors.21 We are not aware of any other studies of polarization in IP experts’ opinions on IP policy.
This Article presents an original study of the factors influencing expert views on IP policy. Given the relatively small number of public commentators on IP issues, we focused on IP practitioners more broadly, who seem likely to be the largest group of people likely to have thought seriously about IP policy and formed views on what works and what does not. Many scholars and commentators are engaged in IP practice, and IP practitioners are primary consumers of IP commentary. In addition, there is significant interaction between scholars and practitioners at conferences, in bar associations, and on IP policy matters. In addition, we were concerned that members of the legal academy would be familiar with our prior work, would anticipate our hypotheses, and would therefore be poor survey subjects. Finally, we have each personally observed polarized IP discussion among practitioners in various fora.
We surveyed 129 IP practitioners from across the United States. We asked these attorneys about their practices, including how they divided their time between different fields of IP; we asked them about their views on IP policy, including their reform preferences and their opinions on the best justification for having IP laws; and we asked them a battery of questions to determine their cultural worldviews. Finally, we collected demographic information.
Our results supported our hypothesis in part: cultural cognition appears to have some effect on people’s IP policy preferences. In particular, subjects high in either “hierarchy,” a measure of a person’s preference for social stratification, or “individualism,” indicating a belief that a person’s well-being is his or her own responsibility (both of which correlate with conservativism), were more likely to believe that strong patent rights are necessary to spur innovation. We did not find a similar result with regard to copyright or trademark law, perhaps because few of our respondents have spent significant time on these issues — our sample was heavily skewed toward patent practitioners. Attorneys who had spent more time practicing patent law believed in stronger patent rights, perhaps out of a desire to believe their work is meaningful. In addition, subjects who said that the primary purpose of IP law is to incentivize innovation tended to advocate for stronger patent rights, while those who said the purpose of IP law is to protect people’s natural rights in the fruits of their labor or to prevent plagiarism advocated for stronger copyright protection.

1nc – Warming 
c. Impact
1. Passage enables climate-smart innovation---key to stop runaway warming.
Jasia Smith 23, research associate at the Center for American Progress in domestic climate policy; Drew McConville, senior fellow at CAP; Mariel Lutz, research associate in conservation policy at CAP, 5/23/2023, “Why the Farm Bill May Be the Highest-Stakes Climate Fight Flying Below the Radar,” https://www.americanprogress.org/article/why-the-farm-bill-may-be-the-highest-stakes-climate-fight-flying-below-the-radar/
The stakes are high as Congress begins serious discussions to reauthorize the farm bill, which expires at the end of September 2023. Among other things, this legislation represents a major opportunity to enable private landowners, farmers, ranchers, and rural communities to take action to address the crises of climate change and nature loss.
In fact, in a divided Congress where House majority leadership has staked out an obstructionist position on most climate action, the must-pass farm bill may represent the only meaningful opportunity to make progress on these issues in the 118th Congress. Conversely, if extreme positions prevail and Congress strips away farm bill program investments made in the 2022 Inflation Reduction Act, America will take a massive step backward on climate, conservation, and rural prosperity.
Scale of the climate and nature opportunity
Farm bill conservation programs represent the largest source of federal funding for private landowners to preserve and steward their lands, waters, and wildlife for current and future generations; yet demand for these programs significantly outpaces supply, and competing pressures are growing.1 Meanwhile, as the climate crisis deepens, farm bill support can enable U.S. agriculture to lead the world in climate-smart innovation, help farmers and ranchers benefit from greenhouse gas-reducing practices, and build cleaner and more reliable energy solutions for rural America.
Climate-smart agriculture represents a crucial front in the fight against climate change. With 10 percent of U.S. emissions coming from the agricultural sector and abundant opportunities to reduce emissions through improved practices and land use, the farm bill’s voluntary incentive programs hold tremendous potential to deliver meaningful gains for farmers and the climate.2 Additionally, a 2021 CAP analysis found that nature loss in the United States is driving the emissions of 140 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMT CO2e) each year.3 However, achieving President Joe Biden’s U.S. land conservation goal has the potential to reverse that trend and yield an additional 215 MMT CO2e stored by nature—as much savings as taking 47 million cars off the road. New farm bill program investments through the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) recognize the fundamental link between conservation and climate and direct resources toward practices that achieve conservation, resilience, and greenhouse gas reduction goals, all while supporting rural clean energy solutions that are building more resilient, reliable, and affordable energy systems.
2. Extinction. 
Nathan Sears 21, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at the University of Toronto, former Professor of International Relations at the Universidad de Las Americas, Trudeau Fellow in Peace, Conflict, and Justice at the Munk School of Global Affairs, “Great Powers, Polarity, and Existential Threats to Humanity: An Analysis of the Distribution of the Forces of Total Destruction in International Security,” Conference Paper for the International Studies Association, p. 1-38
Climate Change
Humanity faces existential risks from the large-scale destruction of Earth’s natural environment making the planet less hospitable for humankind (Wallace-Wells 2019). The decline of some of Earth’s natural systems may already exceed the “planetary boundaries” that represent a “safe operating space for humanity” (Rockstrom et al. 2009). Humanity has become one of the driving forces behind Earth’s climate system (Crutzen 2002). The major anthropogenic drivers of climate change are the burning of fossil fuels (e.g., coal, oil, and gas), combined with the degradation of Earth’s natural systems for absorbing carbon dioxide, such as deforestation for agriculture (e.g., livestock and monocultures) and resource extraction (e.g., mining and oil), and the warming of the oceans (Kump et al. 2003). While humanity has influenced Earth’s climate since at least the Industrial Revolution, the dramatic increase in greenhouse gas emissions since the mid-twentieth century—the “Great Acceleration” (Steffen et al. 2007; 2015; McNeill & Engelke 2016)— is responsible for contemporary climate change, which has reached approximately 1°C above preindustrial levels (IPCC 2018).
Climate change could become an existential threat to humanity if the planet’s climate reaches a “Hothouse Earth” state (Ripple et al. 2020). What are the dangers? There are two mechanisms of climate change that threaten humankind. The direct threat is extreme heat. While human societies possesses some capacity for adaptation and resilience to climate change, the physiological response of humans to heat stress imposes physical limits—with a hard limit at roughly 35°C wet-bulb temperature (Sherwood et al. 2010). A rise in global average temperatures by 3–4°C would increase the risk of heat stress, while 7°C could render some regions uninhabitable, and 11–12°C would leave much of the planet too hot for human habitation (Sherwood et al. 2010). The indirect effects of climate change could include, inter alia, rising sea levels affecting coastal regions (e.g., Miami and Shanghai), or even swallowing entire countries (e.g., Bangladesh and the Maldives); extreme and unpredictable weather and natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes and forest fires); environmental pressures on water and food scarcity (e.g., droughts from less-dispersed rainfall, and lower wheat-yields at higher temperatures); the possible inception of new bacteria and viruses; and, of course, large-scale human migration (World Bank 2012; Wallace-Well 2019; Richards, Lupton & Allywood 2001). While it is difficult to determine the existential implications of extreme environmental conditions, there are historic precedents for the collapse of human societies under environmental pressures (Diamond 2005). Earth’s “big five” mass extinction events have been linked to dramatic shifts in Earth’s climate (Ward 2008; Payne & Clapham 2012; Kolbert 2014; Brannen 2017), and a Hothouse Earth climate would represent terra incognita for humanity.
Thus, the assumption here is that a Hothouse Earth climate could pose an existential threat to the habitability of the planet for humanity (Steffen et al. 2018., 5). At what point could climate change cross the threshold of an existential threat to humankind? The complexity of Earth’s natural systems makes it extremely difficult to give a precise figure (Rockstrom et al. 2009; ). However, much of the concern about climate change is over the danger of crossing “tipping points,” whereby positive feedback loops in Earth’s climate system could lead to potentially irreversible and self-reinforcing “runaway” climate change. For example, the melting of Arctic “permafrost” could produce additional warming, as glacial retreat reduces the refractory effect of the ice and releases huge quantities of methane currently trapped beneath it. A recent study suggests that a “planetary threshold” could exist at global average temperature of 2°C above preindustrial levels (Steffen et al. 2018; also IPCC 2018). Therefore, the analysis here takes the 2°C rise in global average temperatures as representing the lower-boundary of an existential threat to humanity, with higher temperatures increasing the risk of runaway climate change leading to a Hothouse Earth.
The Paris Agreement on Climate Change set the goal of limiting the increase in global average temperatures to “well below” 2°C and to pursue efforts to limit the increase to 1.5°C. If the Paris Agreement goals are met, then nations would likely keep climate change below the threshold of an existential threat to humanity. According to Climate Action Tracker (2020), however, current policies of states are expected to produce global average temperatures of 2.9°C above preindustrial levels by 2100 (range between +2.1 and +3.9°C), while if states succeed in meeting their pledges and targets, global average temperatures are still projected to increase by 2.6°C (range between +2.1 and +3.3°C). Thus, while the Paris Agreements sets a goal that would reduce the existential risk of climate change, the actual policies of states could easily cross the threshold that would constitute an existential threat to humanity (CAT 2020).
1nc – Food Insecurity 
c. Impact:
1. COVID, Ukraine, and warming expose fragility in food security---only the Farm Bill solves.
Amanda Little 23, Bloomberg Opinion columnist covering agriculture and climate, professor of journalism and science writing at Vanderbilt University and author of “The Fate of Food: What We'll Eat in a Bigger, Hotter, Smarter World.”3/15/2023, "Protecting the US Food Supply Means Thinking Smaller," https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2023-03-15/us-food-security-depends-on-the-2023-farm-bill#xj4y7vzkg
For better or worse, Americans are not just what we eat, we are the laws that govern what we eat. As agriculture leaders in Congress deliberate over the 2023 Farm Bill, they must confront the need for historic shifts in our food-policy diet — a momentous legislative cleanse, if you will.
Every five years, Congress revises this behemoth 1,000-page bill, reauthorizing some $800 billion in food and agriculture programs that oversee everything from farm subsidies and crop insurance to food-relief programs and organic standards. In the past half-century — since President Richard Nixon’s Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz told farmers to “Get big or get out!” — those allocations have overwhelmingly benefitted the largest producers of meat, grains and fresh fruits and vegetables in the industry.
But if there’s anything we’ve learned in recent years, it’s that bigger is not better in an era of growing environmental and geopolitical disruption. Now the 2023 Farm Bill must shift America’s food producers away from the anachronistic consolidation trend and toward climate resilience. When producers and processors in one region are hit by a wildfire or superstorm, a dynamic, distributed network of other producers must be ready to continue generating our food supply.
There have been major benefits to the longstanding trend toward bigger, more consolidated industrial agriculture, which has produced an extraordinary abundance of low-cost food. My own household budget, along with hundreds of millions of others, has benefited. The last Farm Bill of 2018 went to great lengths to prop up big producers and support that abundance.
But then Covid-19 happened, exposing the shocking fragility of our consolidated production and supply chains; and a costly series of climate disasters happened — from the punishing drought in the West to the hurricanes in the Southeast to the windstorms of the Midwest. And the invasion of Ukraine happened, revealing still more vulnerability in the supply and transport of global commodity crops. These successive crises showed that our food systems have not been designed to be resilient in the face of disruption.
Now Congress has the chance to usher in a suite of agricultural reforms that can help small and middle-size farmers and ranchers become more productive and sustainable while encouraging Big Ag to get more nimble. My colleague Adam Minter recently argued that the 2023 Farm Bill should be, fundamentally, a climate bill, and he’s right. There’s no question that the single biggest threat to agricultural production going forward is climate change.
Virtually every one of the 12 categories, or “titles,” in the bill can and should include ambitious climate measures, starting with the Conservation Title, which oversees the environmental stewardship of farmlands. Past Farm Bills have had loose standards for defining and rewarding sustainable, climate-smart practices. These standards must become more specific and ambitious in 2023, emphasizing the most beneficial practices such as crop rotation and no-till.

2. Food insecurity goes nuclear.
Cribb ’22 [Julian; May 25; Fellow of the Royal Society for the Arts, the Australian Academy of Technological Science (ATSE) and the Australian National University Emeritus Faculty; “How food can end wars, repair climate and restore the Earth,” https://juliancribb.blog/2022/05/25/how-food-can-end-wars-repair-climate-and-restore-the-earth]
Humans have fought over food and the means of producing it for 20,000 years, as rock art in Australia shows. Food, water and land scarcity are primary drivers in two thirds of modern conflicts today. Indeed, many people seem to have forgotten that the primary German war aim in World War II was to take farmland from the Soviets and put German farmers on it. It is very likely that controlling the Ukraine’s bountiful and reliable food bowl is among Putin’s main aims also. In the short run this is imposing hunger and even starvation on hundreds of millions of people far beyond Europe. 
Spreading hunger in turn snowballs into government failures, civil wars and refugee tsunamis around the world – as it did in 2008 when a shortfall in Ukrainian grain exports led to revolutions in three Arab countries. Already, a third of a billion people – equal to the entire population of Europe – leave their homes each year, either as refugees or economic migrants, to seek better lives in countries which seem more stable and food secure. War will add to the flood.
Thus, in developing a new food system for the world of the 21st Century, we also have to find a way to curb the human appetite for war.
In Food or War, I trace the links between food and conflict through human history, explore the role of food in recent conflicts and examine nine regions of the world which are at high risk of food failure and conflict in the foreseeable future – conflicts ranging from riots and government failure to nuclear war. My aim is to show that the link between food and war is inexorable – but that it can be broken. And that having enough good food is the most under-rated, under-recognised and precious ‘weapon of peace’ in the world today.

Uniqueness
U – Will Pass
Will pass – a framework is in place.
Figueroa, 6/11 (Ariana, “U.S. Senate Republicans outline their farm bill framework, JUNE 11, 2024, https://nebraskaexaminer.com/2024/06/11/u-s-senate-republicans-outline-their-farm-bill-framework/)
WASHINGTON — Republicans on the U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry on Tuesday released their framework for a new five-year farm bill that will set the policy and funding levels for key food, agriculture and conservation programs. The top Republican on the committee, Arkansas Sen. John Boozman, laid out GOP priorities with reporters during a Tuesday morning briefing prior to publication of the framework.
Those priorities include an increase in reference prices for all covered commodities; increased spending for conservation programs by pulling funds from climate legislation passed in 2022; “cost-neutral” updates to the formula that calculates benefits for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, known as SNAP; increased crop insurance levels; and reporting requirements for foreign purchase and ownership of farmland.
“Hopefully, we can take all of these together and build on that so we can actually get a farm bill passed,” Boozman said. The GOP measure also doubles funding for land grant universities for research on topics such as fertilizer application, pesticides and labor, Boozman said. Boozman said the investment in research will help with “getting agriculture into this century.” Boozman said the framework will also boost crop insurance by increasing support for the Supplemental Coverage Option to 80% and the coverage level to 90% for more than 55 specialty and row crops.
He added that the Senate’s framework is similar to the one House Republicans put forth. “Following on the House Committee on Agriculture’s bipartisan passage of (a) farmer-focused farm bill, we are putting forth a framework that exhibits a shared common ground with our Democrat counterparts on several key priorities and offers a path forward in the places where we differ,” Boozman said.

Will pass – disputes will be resolved and both sides will compromise. 
Bogage, 6/4 (Jacob, “Congress weighs delaying farm bill over SNAP and climate disputes,” June 4, 2024, https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2024/06/04/farm-bill-congress-snap-prices/)
“A lot of people forget why we need a five-year farm bill, why it’s so necessary to balance fiscal responsibility reform with anticipatory policy and why the legislation we pass today ought to reflect the needs of agriculture producers and consumers. It’s because farm bills are felt in every corner of America, in every field and pasture, in every grocery story and agribusiness. The legislation we pass today will have ripple effects for years to come,” Rep. Tracey Mann (R-Kan.) said at a House Agriculture Committee meeting in late May. The 2018 farm bill authorized the administration to reevaluate the formula used to calculate food assistance, which Biden leveraged in 2021 to approve the largest-ever increase in SNAP benefits. The 2018 bill also guaranteed minimum prices for certain agriculture products — promising that the government would pay the difference between the market price and what are known as “reference prices.” But those levels haven’t changed despite the subsequent upheaval in global markets and rising inflation. That means producers have struggled without as much help as Congress may have envisioned, Kieffer said.
Republicans are trying to push those levels up. House Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn Thompson (R-Pa.) advanced legislation in late May that would pour billions of dollars into raising the price floors for agricultural commodities by as much as 20 percent. Soybeans, which in April traded at $11.80 a bushel, according to the Agriculture Department, would have a guaranteed price of $10 under the legislation, up from $8.40. Wheat in April traded at $5.91 a bushel and would have a $6.35 price floor, up from $5.50.
“Over the past few decades, the farm safety net has lost its ability to protect those who are the backbone of our great nation,” Thompson said at the May 23 committee meeting. “American farmers face natural disasters, take huge personal risk and are at the whims of regulatory overreach. It is a privilege to deliver a farm bill that strengthens the risk-mitigation measures available to producers, providing certainty in a time of volatility.”
The GOP bill would pay for those increases by limiting the White House’s authority to increase SNAP benefits, which would cost recipients nearly $30 billion in enhanced food assistance over the next 10 years, according to the Congressional Budget Office. Nearly 42 million people a month use the program, which is designed to cover about two-thirds of a household’s monthly food expenses. A household of four people can receive maximum monthly benefits of $973 in most states. Limiting benefit increases is a nonstarter for Democrats, who have united against Thompson’s bill on both sides of the Capitol.
“I want a farm bill; it’s just that I’m not going to have my legacy going backward,” said Stabenow, who is retiring in 2025 after nearly three decades in Congress. Other issues that divide the parties are negotiable, lawmakers said. Biden’s 2022 Inflation Reduction Act set aside almost $20 billion to pay agricultural producers or landowners to enact “climate smart” conservation practices. The program has been wildly popular and oversubscribed, and Thompson’s bill would remove the climate guardrails from that funding to allow producers easier access to conservation funds. Democrats have balked at that idea but said there is room to compromise; the vast majority of the most popular conservation practices that farmers employed even before the Biden administration’s incentives kicked in are already considered “climate smart,” said Michael Happ, who studies climate and rural communities at the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy.
While GOP proposals on price floors have caused an uproar among Democrats, Thompson’s bill otherwise aims for bipartisan agreement: The legislation is loaded with Democratic proposals to try to preserve the political alliance that has traditionally propelled farm bills. One provision would require new administrative procedures to help young farmers acquire land. Average farm real estate values have increased more than 30 percent since 2018, according to the Agriculture Department. Thompson’s bill also would allow individuals with felony drug convictions to receive SNAP benefits after completing their sentences, a longtime Democratic priority.


Will pass now
WMI, 6/14 (Wildlife Management Institute, Conservation Briefs, “Farm Bill Reauthorization Gains Momentum,” June 2024 Edition | Volume 78, Issue 6, https://wildlifemanagement.institute/brief/june-2024/farm-bill-reauthorization-gains-momentum)
Farm Bill Reauthorization Gains Momentum
Both the U.S. House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate are moving forward with legislation to reauthorize the federal Farm Bill. The Farm Bill provides significant funding for implementing conservation practices on private farms, ranches, and forestlands. The most recent Farm Bill was enacted in 2018 and was supposed to be reauthorized in 2023 but was extended for a year to allow Congress time to negotiate a bill that could be enacted this Congress.
In late May, the House Agriculture Committee passed a reauthorization bill that was introduced by committee Chairman “GT” Thompson. In the Senate Agriculture Committee Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow released a draft framework in early May and on June 11, Ranking Member John Boozman released an alternative framework.
Conservation and forestry programs remain a priority in all drafts of the bills, however there are differences in certain provisions including whether to create a new Forest Conservation Easement Program. In spite of the differences, the potential for enacting a Farm Bill in this Congress has significantly increased as committee leaders negotiate key provisions within each of the bills.


The Farm Bill is heading towards passage now, but it will require a bipartisan compromise. 
David Sivak 5-26. Manages the Congress and campaigns team at the Washington Examiner, where he previously led the copy desk for three years. "Debbie Stabenow fights for Senate legacy with farm bill standoff". Colorado Springs Gazette. 5-26-2024. https://gazette.com/news/wex/debbie-stabenow-fights-for-senate-legacy-with-farm-bill-standoff/article_e65ad08b-ffe3-5b0b-843a-48520597ca42.html
Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-MI) risks leaving the Senate at the end of the year with a big question mark hanging over her almost three-decade career in Washington.
As the top Democrat on the Agriculture Committee, she is waging her third and final fight over the farm bill, which sets agriculture and nutrition policy every five years, yet she may retire with the latest package stuck in limbo.
The central holdup is hardly new. Republicans, who control the House, have sought to restrict the growth of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, also known as food stamps, after the farm bill ballooned to $1.5 trillion in recent years. The entitlement makes up 82% of the total bill.
Meanwhile, fights over “climate-smart” conservation funding and price supports for certain commodities have also delayed the legislation.
Stabenow said she would dedicate herself to passing the current farm bill in announcing her retirement from the Senate a year ago. But the impasse means she may not be at the negotiating table when the full, five-year reauthorization is finally approved.
Congress has already punted on the bill once, passing a one-year extension last fall, and could do so again later this year.
Stabenow, 74, has broken a series of barriers in her career, including her election as the first woman to represent Michigan in the Senate. She will end her tenure as the No. 3 Democrat in leadership in her capacity as chairwoman of the Democratic Policy and Communications Committee.
But the farm bill is one of her biggest policy legacies.
Both parties say it is still possible to get a deal done before the Sept. 30 deadline. Each chamber has put out competing proposals, while the House passed its version out of committee on Thursday in a largely party-line vote.
Yet Stabenow’s retirement from the Senate is forcing her to decide whether to get the best deal she can in divided government or risk a weaker hand for Democrats in the next Congress. 
The decision is not a hard one for Stabenow, she suggested in an interview. She would rather extend the current farm bill, which she helped negotiate in 2018, once again than accept something she views as an unacceptable product.
“I have an incentive to get a good bill done. I do not have an incentive to do a bad bill,” Stabenow told the Washington Examiner.
However, there is a distinct possibility that ranking member John Boozman (R-AK) will soon hold the committee gavel, given the favorable Senate map for Republicans in November. Meanwhile, control of the lower chamber and White House is viewed as a coin toss.
SNAP benefits friction
The dynamics underlying the farm bill are complex and largely bipartisan. The legislation reflects a careful balancing of interests, from farmers to environmentalists to food advocates.
Food stamps, though, have been a constant source of friction in talks. The bill exploded in size, to the tune of $256 billion, after the Biden administration raised the grocery cost estimate used to set SNAP benefits, and now Republicans want to force future changes to be cost neutral.
Democrats call that a cut to the program, citing the almost $30 billion reduction estimated by the Congressional Budget Office, while Republicans note the program, adjusted for inflation each year, would continue to grow.
“We're not talking about taking away anything from anybody. It's just slowing down the growth,” said Boozman. “I think by any measure certainly nutrition has been well taken care of.”
Stabenow predicted Republicans would have to abandon the changes if they want to get a farm bill done, citing past fights over SNAP. In debt ceiling negotiations last year, House Republicans won stricter work requirements but have been unsuccessful at other times.
“Never works,” Stabenow said. “They always come back and realize you have to have the whole farm bill coalition.”
Nonetheless, Republicans celebrated committee passage of the House bill on Thursday night as a sign of momentum. Four Democrats crossed over to vote in favor despite Stabenow and Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries (D-NY) leaning on panel Democrats to oppose it earlier this month.
House makes progress
The vote marked a step forward more than a breakthrough. The bill faces a bigger hurdle on the House floor due to pockets of Republican opposition, while any eventual compromise still needs to pass the Democratic-led Senate.
“I don't know where the votes come from, on the Right or the Left,” Stabenow said.
Over in the Senate, Stabenow released a public summary of her committee’s farm bill at the beginning of the month, proposing, among other things, an expansion in food stamp eligibility. 
But the baby steps — her committee is waiting for Senate Republicans’ blueprint to engage in negotiations — mean there is little time on the Senate calendar to get a bill done.
Boozman, who is aligned with House Agriculture Chairman Glenn Thompson (R-PA), told the Washington Examiner there is a “good chance” a compromise with the Democrats can still come together. 
Under one scenario, the two chambers agree to a short extension to the end of the year and then iron out a deal in the lame-duck session, the time between the November election and the start of the new Congress.
“I don't think it gets any easier next year,” Boozman said.
For the time being, the two sides seem as dug-in as ever. On Wednesday, Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack accused House Republicans of attempting to “rob Peter to pay Paul” with their bill. 
Democrats have criticized Thompson’s decision to restrict SNAP while pursuing a $47 billion increase in price supports for commodities like peanuts and rice.
Boozman called Vilsack’s comments “unprecedented” and unhelpful. “Out of the $1.5 trillion that we're talking about, we need more farm in the farm bill,” he said.
'Areas of concern'
Meanwhile, negotiators are at loggerheads over how to treat billions in Inflation Reduction Act dollars that Democrats want rolled into the farm bill. Republicans are open to doing so but want the money, currently slated for climate initiatives, to be available for conservation programs more broadly.
Stabenow said there are wide areas for agreement on the farm bill. She cited provisions on crop insurance that she said could be attractive to Republicans. But Stabenow sounded less bullish than Boozman on the chances of a breakthrough.
“I don't think we're close on the areas that, unfortunately, have really been the areas of concern,” Stabenow said. “I'm doing everything I can to try to get people at the table and to be realistic about what we can do.”
Asked about Stabenow’s retirement, Boozman praised her as a “great partner” and said both sides were working through their disagreements on SNAP in “good faith.”
“We've done some really difficult things in the nutrition space,” he said.
The conventional wisdom is that Sen. Amy Klobuchar (D-MN) will succeed Stabenow as the top Democrat on the Senate Agriculture Committee in the new Congress.
The farm bill has momentum now.
Jared White 5-10. "Momentum raises farm bill optimism, slightly". Brownfield Ag News. 5-10-2024. https://www.brownfieldagnews.com/news/momentum-raises-farm-bill-optimism-slightly/
The director of the Gardner Agriculture Policy Program at the University of Illinois says he’s slightly more optimistic about Congress passing a new farm bill.
Jonathan Coppess tells Brownfield…
“So getting that starting point can be a driver of momentum and that’s important.” He says, “But look, my optimism is minimal and there’s a lot of clouds on the horizon because of this SNAP issue, the reference price issue, the scoring challenges. There’s a lot there to still be worked out.”
He says both the House and Senate frameworks seem to agree on conservation funding provided by the Inflation Reduction Act.
“There’s long been this set of rumors that the House is going to rescind that money and use it for other programs, in particular the price loss coverage program.” He says, “At least in the chairman’s summary, he is not looking to move that into title one or anywhere else but was looking to reinvest it into those conservation programs. So that is a really positive potential coming together point.”
But he says another fight over food assistance (SNAP) programs is looming.
“Again.” He says, “Knowing that it’s opposed by Democrats, knowing that they need democratic votes to move the bill, and knowing that the last two farm bills have temporarily been derailed over fighting about cutting funding for SNAP.”
Coppess says the proposals address the reference price issue in different ways, and he predicts potential disagreements over the crops proposed to see increases. He expects further details to be released soon.
The House Ag Committee has announced plans to vote on a farm bill on May 23rd. No vote announcement has been made in the Senate.
The current farm bill extension expires at the end of September. 
Disputes will be ironed out ahead of the vote. It will pass. 
Red River 5-24. Red River Farm Network, citing Former House Agriculture Committee Chair Collin Peterson. "Collin Peterson: Farm Bill Optimism". 5-24-2024. https://www.rrfn.com/2024/05/24/collin-peterson-farm-bill-optimism/
Former House Agriculture Committee Chair Collin Peterson sees a path forward for the farm provisions of the bill. “The way the debate happened did not put anybody into any corners that they couldn’t get out of,” said Peterson. “Most of the divisiveness was over how to pay for this; it was over food stamps; it was over the sideboards on conservation; it was over the CCC. Those are things I think can be worked out.” It will likely be September before this bill advances to the House floor. Peterson, who now leads the Midwest Council on Agriculture, says more work will happen ahead of that vote. “The fact that we got four Democrats that voted for the bill gives us a place to start to build a bipartisan coalition that can get this bill through the floor of the House. There are a lot of Republicans that are going to vote against this on the floor so we’re going to need 20, 30 Democrats at least to get this bill passed.”
Ignore pessimistic reports. Compromises will ensure eventual passage. 
Anthony Pahnke 5-28. "Bipartisan Support for Small-Scale Farmers Could Advance the Farm Bill". Common Dreams. 5-28-2024. https://www.commondreams.org/opinion/small-scale-farmers-farm-bill
Much has been made about how the U.S. House’s draft of the Farm Bill—that massive omnibus legislation that governs our food system—stands little chance of advancing. Whether the potential cuts to food assistance, or its lack of attention to climate change, the 900 page-plus bill moving through the House is being slammed by Democrats in the Senate and House alike.
Posturing from both sides aside, Democrats and Republicans should work across differences and pass a Farm Bill before electoral campaigns in the fall put legislative activities on hiatus.
Furthermore, the opportunity for bipartisan work exists as both parties acknowledge the importance of small-scale producers. Supporting such farmers would keep working people on the land while also showing what political maturity could look like as partisan squabbling too often stymies serious work from getting done in D.C.
Before parsing details, it’s worth noting how Farm Bill negotiations are on borrowed time. Originally set to expire last September, U.S. President Joe Biden signed a one year extension as negotiations stalled amid the government shutdown debate.
Kicking the legislative can down the road, so to speak, may also have been part of each party’s respective legislative strategies. Basically, the idea is that if one party could win the presidency, and also earn majorities in both houses of Congress this fall, then legislative work would be easy in 2025 and beyond.
But the reality of our divided body politic will most likely dash such naive hopes of legislative smooth sailing.
Specifically, polls show the race for the White House in a dead heat, as control in the Senate and the House could go to either party. Moreover, there is no path for either party to garner 60 seats to create a filibuster-proof supermajority that is needed to pass legislation without opposition in the Senate.
Given that divided government is more than likely, our legislators should pass legislation to govern our food system instead of continuing to procrastinate.
Furthermore, such work is needed, as the 2022 Agricultural Census showed farm exits picking up pace. From 2012 to 2022, over 200,000 farms—nearly 10% of operations from just 10 years ago—went out of business. Meanwhile, farmers are aging out of the profession, with the average age ticking up from 57.5 to 58.1 since 2017, as operations consolidate and increase in size.
Enduring the brunt of these changes are small-scale operations, which in general are the most vulnerable financially speaking and at risk of leaving the industry. Keeping them in operation is key for supporting local economies, as well as protecting natural resources.
In terms of the legislation that would keep small-scale farmers on the land, while we do not have full text of the Senate version, there is a list of proposals that most likely will appear in some bill text. One provision dedicates 10% of Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) funds—a program that specializes in sustainable agriculture—for small-scale producers. The Senate also establishes a program for the Secretary of Agriculture to make grants to small meat processing establishments for local markets and producers.
The Senate proposal also creates the Office of Small Farms.
For this proposal, a newly appointed director would advise the Secretary of Agriculture and coordinate U.S. Department of Agriculture activities concerning programs, policies, and issues relating to small-scale farmers and ranchers. Each state would also have a coordinator from this office, along with $5 million for microgrants.
On the House side, similar language in support of small-scale operators is found in supporting local processing establishments with the inclusion of the H.R.2814—the Processing Revival and Intrastate Meat Exemption Act or the PRIME Act. There is also H.R.4873—the Food Supply Chain Capacity and Resiliency Act—which would support new investments in food processing, storage, and distribution.
While the House does not earmark EQIP resources for small-scale producers, leaders in the lower chamber in their summary note how they intend to keep the program farmer-led and local.
Let’s be clear—there is more than enough in both the Senate and House proposals for our legislators to find common cause. As with all serious legislation, compromises will be made. Republicans will most likely budge on food assistance, as Democrats may pare down some of their asks for new offices and resources. But such deals are made in a world where differences exist. Our Farm Bill could serve to illustrate that point, not only for those interested in the future of agriculture, but for how to move past gridlock and get things done.

LINKS
L – IP Reform 
Industry and activists will backlash and pressure Congress over the plan. 
BROUGH ’24 (Wayne, “Tech, Retail Industries Say No To Patent Eligibility Reforms,” ORIGINALLY PUBLISHED IN LAW360, MARCH 11, 2024, https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/tech-retail-industries-say-no-to-patent-eligibility-reforms/)
A coalition of tech companies, retailers and tech activist groups lined up on Monday in opposition to the latest legislative effort to limit patent invalidation in the courts, warning that unseating legal precedents over eligibility would lead to a coming “wave of crippling litigation.”
Called the Patent Eligibility Restoration Act of 2023, the law would create new boundaries for when a patent can be invalidated under Section 101 of the Patent Act that would wipe away a decade of judicial decisions on eligibility that attorneys often say are unpredictable. The industry groups, joined also by more activist-bent advocacy groups like the Electronic Frontier Foundation and the center-right think tank the R Street Institute, painted a grim picture of a world with more patent rights.
“PERA would turn the U.S. patent system upside down, severing patent rights from their historic mooring to improvements in technology. PERA would lead to a wave of crippling litigation,” they claimed Monday. Representatives for U.S. Sens. Thom Tillis, R-N.C., and Chris Coons, D-Del., ranking member and chair, respectively, of the intellectual property subcommittee who are backing the bill, did not immediately comment on the letter Monday, though Will Baskin-Gerwitz, a Coons spokesman noted that “it’s technically [Tillis’] bill.” In a later email, Baskin-Gerwitz called the proposed patent reforms the “best and only path forward” after Supreme Court rulings have “narrowed the types of inventions eligible for U.S. patents,” including some that are “eligible for patent protection in Europe and China.”

Empirics prove – PERA and PREVAIL both failed to gain political support. 
Rosen, ’23 (Michael, Nonresident Senior Fellow at AEI, “Where Does Patent Reform Stand as 2023 Comes to a Close?,” December 14, 2023, https://www.aei.org/technology-and-innovation/where-does-patent-reform-stand-as-2023-comes-to-a-close/)
Six months ago, your humble correspondent predicted a “Hot Patent Summer” filled with racy legislative action on sizzling intellectual property issues. That heat never quite boiled over, but as temperatures cool and December turns to January, what progress has been made on these measures? Recall that, over the summer, the Senate’s leading avatars of legislative patent reform, Sens. Chris Coons (D-DE) and Thom Tillis (R-NC), introduced two signature bills seeking to level the playing field for inventors and to juice American innovation as the economy continues to struggle to recover from its COVID-19 doldrums. The first measure, entitled the Patent Eligibility Restoration Act of 2023 (PERA), aims to restore common sense to the controversial question of what subject matter should receive patent protection. A nearly ten-year-old Supreme Court decision muddied the waters of patent eligibility and led to the elimination of hundreds of patents. A recent Washington and Lee University law review article revealed that this decision and its progeny has, among other things, reduced investment in the medical diagnostics industry by some $9.3 billion. Noting the “extensive confusion and a lack of consistency” prevailing in the field, Tillis and Coons pledged to reform patent eligibility law to bring vital clarity for inventors and innovators and ensure the United States maintains its competitive edge.” In addition to bolstering the diagnostics field, the greater clarity PERA aims to deliver would spark more innovation in artificial intelligence, telecommunications, and other critical industries. At the same time, Coons and Tillis, joined by Sens. Mazie Hirono (D-HI) and Richard Durbin (D-IL), also introduced the Promoting and Respecting Economically Vital American Innovation Leadership Act (PREVAIL) Act of 2023. A month later, Reps. Ken Buck (R-CO) and Deborah Ross (D-NC) introduced the same bill in the House. As Buck and Ross wrote in a press release, the PREVAIL Act seeks to reform the Patent Trial and Appeals Board (PTAB)—the tribunal first convened in 2013 to more easily and swiftly dispose of unworthy patents but has, in the eyes of many, done so overzealously. PREVAIL would require standing for PTAB challengers, harmonizing the interpretation of claims and the burden of proof between the PTAB and district courts, impeding duplicative patent challenges by requiring a party to choose between challenge a patent in district court or before the PTAB, and prohibiting the director of the US Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) from influencing PTAB rulings. As Ross said recently at a panel at the Center for Strategic and International Studies moderated by my former colleague Andrei Iancu, who previously served as the USPTO director, the PTAB and the district court currently provide “two different venues . . . two standards of proof, that creates a quagmire for the small inventor.” At that panel, Henry Hadad, a senior vice president and deputy general counsel at Bristol-Myers Squibb observed that, unfortunately, the PTAB has recently been marred by embracing “the primary basis for invalidating patents based on a limited record, limited witnesses, an inability to test the veracity of witnesses on cross examination.” But as meritorious as both measures seem, neither has advanced particularly far since their introductions in June. And with an election year ahead, their prospects of making significant progress in Congress traditionally would not be especially high. However, given the sluggish economy, the need for members of Congress facing reelection to demonstrate accomplishments, and the paramount importance of innovation to the economy, further action on these bills may prove irresistible—even in the cold months ahead.


L – Copyright
Copyright reform causes a fight in Congress, which hurts Biden’s political capital.
Andrew Albanese 17. Senior International and Bookselling Editor at Publishers Weekly. "Copyright Reform Is Never Happening". PublishersWeekly. 4-14-2017. https://www.publishersweekly.com/pw/by-topic/digital/copyright/article/73332-copyright-reform-is-never-happening.html
Stalemate
Whatever happens with the bill, chances were pretty good that meaningful copyright reform was never going to come from the House Judiciary Committee’s work anyway. No, Goodlatte wouldn’t be the first to die on that hill. One needs to look no further than the Stop Online Piracy Act (SOPA) fiasco in 2012 to see how bitterly divided Congress is on digital copyright issues. And in the years since, an increasingly fractured Congress has shown little interest in taking up that fight again.
Supporters of the bill will of course point to its broad bipartisan support. But copyright is that rare issue where party really doesn’t matter, unlike, say healthcare or gun control. The fault line with copyright policy isn’t Republican or Democrat, it’s generally the entertainment industry on one side, and Tech on the other, with libraries and public advocates. If you need proof of that, just do a Google search and read the editorials for and against this bill.
But here's what’s most troublesome to me: this bill can so easily be seen as an attempt to keep Maria Pallante's views on copyright intact at the Copyright Office, that it could very well taint anything that might eventually come from the House Judiciary Committee review. Or worse, it could taint the next register. This may not be the Senate denying Merrick Garland a hearing for the Supreme Court. But suffice it to say, as long as the Copyright Office is part of the Library of Congress, a lot of stakeholders believe Carla Hayden should appoint the next register. Or, if Congress truly believes that the Copyright Office should be independent, then isn't that the bill they should be taking up?
It's worth noting, too, that things didn’t need to go this way—there is actually broad consensus that the Copyright Office is in need of modernization. Rounding up support for more resources and more attention for that mission shouldn’t be hard. Yet, here we are, in a contentious debate that threatens to further polarize stakeholders in our creative economy. Shocker, right?
Copyright reform is highly complex and triggers entrenched opposition. 
Stephanie Condon 9. Staff writer for CNET. "Copyright reform unlikely, advocates say". CNET. 2-11-2009. https://www.cnet.com/tech/tech-industry/copyright-reform-unlikely-advocates-say/
WASHINGTON--With a new administration and a Democratic Congress, now is the time to overhaul copyright law, advocates for reform said Wednesday--but the complex nature of the issue makes copyright legislation nearly as unrealistic as ever.
Representatives of songwriters and the recording industry faced off against open Internet advocates at the Future of Music Coalition's Policy Day here in Washington, demonstrating the entrenched divisions that remain within Democratic constituencies over copyright issues.
While the public interest group Public Knowledge disputed the meaning of Net neutrality with the Recording Industry Association of America, the Songwriters Guild of America butted heads with YouTube over how to ensure that songwriters receive royalties for online videos.
"We've been having these same issues for 10 years now, and we can never get attention because of the complexity of the situation," said Zahavah Levine, chief counsel for YouTube.
Yet even with bank bailout plans and billion-dollar efforts at economic recovery keeping lawmakers busy, the climate in Washington may finally be right for copyright and intellectual property reform. The House Judiciary Committee this year elevated intellectual property issues from the jurisdiction of a subcommittee to the full committee because of increased interest in the matter.
"This may be the very best opportunity this country will have for decades to do something about the issues you really care about," Michael Copps, acting chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, said in his keynote address at Wednesday's event. "We can have a media of which we can all be proud."
Still, David Carson, general counsel for the U.S. Copyright Office, said he didn't expect Congress to get past performance rights issues and perhaps orphan rights.
"Congress rarely steps in and fixes anything" related to intellectual property, Carson said. "The Pro-IP Act was tinkering around the edges--there was nothing really in there. Legislation just doesn't seem to be the way to make progress, no matter what your definition of progress is."
Furthermore, the Obama administration has yet to make it entirely clear where exactly it stands on copyright issues. Obama must still appoint an IP enforcement coordinator, as well as someone to lead the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office.
"It's really unclear which direction they're going," said Steve Marks, executive vice president and general counsel for the RIAA. "The question is, once you get past the more macro issues, whether you'll be seeing a balanced approach."
The question remained as to what would be a reasonable approach to issues like Net neutrality.
Gigi Sohn, the president of Public Knowledge, criticized Senator Dianne Feinstein's (D-Calif.) failed attempt to modify the Net neutrality provisions in the so-called stimulus bill.
"The language would have equated reasonable network management with automatic copyright filtering," Sohn said. "Copyright filtering is not network management, it's content management."
Marks took issue with Sohn's interpretation of Feinstein's proposal, while Rick Carnes, president of the Songwriters Guild of America said Net neutrality provisions must consider antipiracy efforts.
Meanwhile, Levine of YouTube could not even agree with Walter McDonough, general counsel for the Future of Music Coalition, over whether groups representing music publishers could legally give YouTube data regarding which publishers own which songs.
"We're talking about millions of songs we need to license, and we have no way of knowing who owns these," Levine said. "We want to pay."
McDonough insisted that information could not simply be handed over.
"The music people don't understand technology, and the technology people don't understand music," he said.
The panelists concluded the best hope for copyright reform may come from the courts. The Supreme Court has so far refused to take up the Cablevision case regarding server-based digital video recording services, but the panelists said new developments could be significant.
"If the Supreme Court takes up the Cablevision case, they could do something revolutionary," Carson said.
L – AI 
Changing AI copyright law is politically toxic in Congress, especially in an election year.
Steven Levy 24. Technology reporter for Wired. "Tech Leaders Once Cried for AI Regulation. Now The Message Is ‘Slow Down’". Wired. 4-1-2024. https://archive.ph/tRxfT#selection-2203.39-2203.44
Levie’s remarks fly in the face of what has become a standard position among Silicon Valley’s AI elites like Sam Altman. “Yes, regulate us!” they say. But Levie notes that when it comes to exactly what the laws should say, the consensus falls apart. “We as a tech industry do not know what we're actually asking for,” Levie said, “I have not been to a dinner with more than five AI people where there's a single agreement on how you would regulate AI.” Not that it matters—Levie thinks that dreams of a sweeping AI bill are doomed. “The good news is there's no way the US would ever be coordinated in this kind of way. There simply will not be an AI Act in the US.”
Levie is known for his irreverent loquaciousness. But in this case he’s simply more candid than many of his colleagues, whose regulate-us-please position is a form of sophisticated rope-a-dope. The single public event of TechNet Day, at least as far as I could discern, was a livestreamed panel discussion about AI innovation that included Google’s president of global affairs Kent Walker and Michael Kratsios, the most recent US Chief Technology Officer and now an executive at Scale AI. The feeling among those panelists was that the government should focus on protecting US leadership in the field. While conceding that the technology has its risks, they argued that existing laws pretty much cover the potential nastiness.
Google’s Walker seemed particularly alarmed that some states were developing AI legislation on their own. “In California alone, there are 53 different AI bills pending in the legislature today,” he said, and he wasn’t boasting. Walker of course knows that this Congress can hardly keep the government itself afloat, and the prospect of both houses successfully juggling this hot potato in an election year is as remote as Google rehiring the eight authors of the transformer paper.
The US Congress does have legislation pending. And the bills keep coming—some perhaps less meaningful than others. This week, Representative Adam Schiff, a California Democrat, introduced a bill called the Generative AI Copyright Disclosure Act of 2024. It mandates that large language models must present to the copyright office “a sufficiently detailed summary of any copyrighted works used … in the training data set.” It’s not clear what “sufficiently detailed” means. Would it be OK to say “We simply scraped the open web?” Schiff’s staff explained to me that they were adopting a measure in the EU’s AI bill.
The real puzzle of this bill, which Schiff himself referred to in a committee meeting this week as a “first step,” is that no one knows whether using copyrighted work for AI training is legal. (Maybe it’s not such a puzzle when one notes that Schiff is running for a US Senate seat and that the bill is supported by all of Hollywood’s unions and trade groups.) Despite the current lack of reporting requirements, multiple suits have been filed against AI companies by creators who have identified their works in the data sets. (I should disclose here that I sit on the council of the Authors Guild, which is among a horde of plaintiffs suing OpenAI and Microsoft, and a supporter of Schiff’s bill. I speak for myself here.) The success of those lawsuits ultimately depends on whether the courts determine that the companies are violating the fair use provision of copyright laws.
Whatever tack the courts take, it will be based on copyright law that didn’t anticipate an artificial intelligence that could suck up all the prose and images the world has to offer. Figuring out what fair use means in the age of AI is a job for Congress. That’s the kind of difficult decision that legislators need to make when dealing with an innovation that alters the landscape. And like privacy and other tech-driven modern problems, it is exactly the kind of decision that our 21st-century lawmakers manage to avoid. (Schiff staffers told me, “We are certainly waiting to see the fair use issue play out in the courts.”)
So it’s no wonder that Levie, when I reached him on the phone after his day in DC, told me he’s feeling pretty good about the system. “The overall message from Congress is, ‘Let's get this right, there's not a lot of points for moving too fast.’ They're taking it with a high degree of thoughtfulness, versus ‘Let's just rush to have something to say that we are regulating.’” It turns out that Levie didn’t have to stop the government single-handedly. It’s already hit the brakes.
Opponents will slam the aff as weakening the US in the face of Russia and China. 
Chris Morris 24. "A new bill would force companies like OpenAI to disclose their training data". Fast Company. 4-10-2024. https://www.fastcompany.com/91090357/generative-ai-bill-force-companies-like-openai-disclose-data-train-models
Artificial intelligence companies may have to become a lot more transparent about how they train their models, if a new bill from Rep. Adam Schiff passes in Congress. Schiff has proposed the Generative AI Copyright Disclosure Act, which would require firms like OpenAI to list the copyrighted works they use to build generative-AI systems. The bill comes amid a growing outcry about the burgeoning industry using copyrighted materials to inform their large language models, and it’s the latest in a number of Congressional pushes to regulate the technology and protect human content creators.
“AI has the disruptive potential of changing our economy, our political system, and our day-to-day lives,” Schiff said in a statement. “We must balance the immense potential of AI with the crucial need for ethical guidelines and protections. . . . This is about respecting creativity in the age of AI and marrying technological progress with fairness.”
The bill faces a potential uphill battle in Congress, as there has been plenty of gridlock when it comes to AI legislation. Some opponents worry that regulation would slow down the technology’s pace of expansion, potentially giving countries like Russia and China an advantage. Should it pass, though, here’s what you need to know about it.

INTERNALS
PC Key
Presidential leadership is key to get crucial priorities into the farm bill. 
Jim Wiesemeyer 23. Washington analyst for Pro Farmer, previously a Washington editor with Doane’s Agricultural Report and Washington editor and managing editor of the Washington Farmletter.  "Lawmakers Meet with Biden to Discuss Farm Bill 2023". Drovers. 5-11-2023. https://www.drovers.com/news/ag-policy/lawmakers-meet-biden-discuss-farm-bill-2023
President Biden invited a bipartisan group of lawmakers to the White House this afternoon to discuss the upcoming farm bill reauthorization. Invitees include Rep. G.T. Thompson (R-Pa.), Sen. John Boozman (R-Ark.), Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.), Rep. David Scott (D-Ga.), and USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack.
Stabenow labeled the session as a chance to “have a broader discussion about the farm bill and all the implications for it,” and that it will show “we are working together in a bipartisan way.” She also noted it was a chance for both sides to share their priorities for the bill.
Thompson signaled he wants to hear a “commitment from everyone including the president that we will get this done and done in the manner I've been speaking about. Bipartisan, bicameral, on time and highly effective."
Boozman said the session is a “step in the right direction” and he wants to see the discussion focus on “the fastest path forward” for the omnibus legislation.
Farm Bill Meeting Perspective
It’s always good to have a president’s attention on a big topic like the farm bill. It will be interesting to see if Biden/Vilsack detail any must-haves in a new farm bill.
Food stamp funding and implementation flexibility, conservation and climate-smart programs are key possible administration topics.
History has a lot of examples of how some White House officials wanted to take a more active role in a farm bill only to find that lawmakers write it, not the executive branch. However, a president must sign the omnibus bill and if it is vetoed, override votes are needed--a situation that has occurred before.
Uniquely, his leadership can push forward negotiations. 
Ellyn Ferguson 23. Reports on agriculture and food issues for CQ Roll Call, and has reported from Washington. For nearly 20 years she worked as a Washington-based reporter for Gannett covering the overhaul of federal welfare programs and the writing of several farm policy bills, including the 1996 overhaul. Member of the North American Agricultural Journalists and the National Press Club, former president of the Regional Reporters Association, and holds a degree from the University of Florida in Journalism. "Biden, Agriculture committee leaders to discuss farm bill goals". Roll Call. 5-10-2023. https://rollcall.com/2023/05/10/biden-agriculture-committee-leaders-to-discuss-farm-bill-goals/
The top four farm bill writers and President Joe Biden will meet Thursday to discuss the legislation amid concerns that an impasse in debt ceiling negotiations between the White House and House Republicans could slow progress on the wide-ranging policy bill for agriculture.
Uncertainty over the debt ceiling led House Armed Services Chairman Mike D. Rogers, R-Ala., on Tuesday to indefinitely delay a markup of the fiscal 2024 defense authorization bill. Subcommittees had planned to mark up their sections of the bill Thursday and Friday. 
House Agriculture Chairman Glenn “GT” Thompson, R-Pa., and ranking member David Scott, D-Ga., and Senate Agriculture Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow, D-Mich., and ranking member John Boozman, R-Ark., are scheduled to attend the White House discussion.
Stabenow said the main goal of the meeting of the “four corners,” as the committee leaders are called, is to “have a broader discussion about the farm bill and all the implications for it.”
The discussions will “demonstrate we are working together in a bipartisan way,” Stabenow said.
“We’re interested in hearing the president’s priorities. He’s interested in hearing our priorities,” she said, adding that the legislation will shape land conservation and nutrition programs that are part of Biden's focus on climate change and reducing hunger.
Thompson said he "would hope to hear a commitment from everyone including the president that we will get this done and done in the manner I've been speaking about. Bipartisan, bicameral, on time and highly effective." He said the meeting will happen after floor votes Thursday.
Boozman also said it was important to get a sense of what Biden wants in a farm bill. He said Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack is expected to attend the meeting. Boozman said he didn't think there will be much focus on the debt ceiling talks and implications for the farm bill.
“The reason we’re having the meeting is to discuss the farm bill and the fastest path forward. I think it’s a really good step in the right direction,” he said. “They can be a big help in pushing things forward.”
Boozman said he planned to mostly listen.
“Depending on what’s said, certainly I have ideas about things. We’re very interested in what the administration feels like they need to have in the bill.”
A spokesperson for Scott confirmed that he plans to be at the meeting.
“He hopes to have a productive conversation with the four corners of the Agriculture Committees and the president that advances their shared goal of passing a strong, effective, and bipartisan farm bill." the spokesperson said.
The House and Senate Agriculture committees are working to have a replacement bill ready by Sept. 30, when the current farm law expires. 
PC is key to broker compromises for climate-smart ag.
Luke Goldstein 23, writing fellow at The American Project, 5/24/2023, “How Washington Bargained Away Rural America,” https://prospect.org/power/2023-05-24-how-washington-bargained-away-rural-america/
Food stamp legislation all but certainly had enough support to pass on a floor vote if the Ag Committee would have allowed it; President Johnson was even able to get a pilot “surplus commodities” program instituted administratively in 1962. Finally, to save the farm bill, the Southerners struck an agreement to build on the surplus commodities demonstration and include food stamps in the package. This arrangement was permanently enshrined in the 1977 farm bill.
“That historical contingency forever changed the politics of the farm and thus the direction of our country’s ag policy,” said Jonathan Coppess, the author of The Fault Lines of Farm Policy and the former administrator of the Farm Service Agency at the Department of Agriculture under President Barack Obama.
Republicans dominate rural America today, and Democrats the urban core. This polarization set up a recurrent political dynamic, which began after Republicans took the House in 1994. Republicans wage war on the poor by threatening cuts to SNAP in order to gain political leverage, even though rural areas are increasingly signing up for SNAP as poverty rises. This allows the GOP to extract as many pounds of flesh as they can for their Big Ag benefactors. In recent years, that’s meant loopholes for a cap on payments that a single farm can receive and also allowing the extended family of farmers to acquire subsidies even if they don’t actually work on the farm.
For their part, Democrats expend their political capital to protect SNAP, and cede most decision-making about agricultural programs to Republicans. To the extent that Democrats push for changes to the agriculture titles, they often broker compromises to expand programs that suit the parochial interests of the states they represent. For example, Michigan Sen. Debbie Stabenow, the current Democratic chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee, championed the Local Agriculture Market Program (LAMP) in the 2018 farm bill, which delivers grants to help farmers markets.
“It’s a lot like a hostage negotiation between both parties to jam their priorities through,” said policy adviser Ferd Hoefner.
By the end of the bipartisan back-scratching, hardly any lawmakers understand the full scope of the bill they’re voting for. Usually checking in at nearly 1,000 pages, the legislative boondoggle is so long and convoluted that you’d have better odds finding lawmakers who’d read the entirety of a Thomas Pynchon novel than the full text.
Most of the programs Republicans fight for in the farm bill would not be able to pass in their current form on a straight floor vote. SNAP, on the other hand, carries much higher popularity among voters in polling. The welfare side of the bill is what makes the package politically possible. But the ag subsidies are what keeps rural America in a perpetual state of crisis.
THE USUAL BUDDY COMEDY that is the farm bill unites liberals and conservatives to protect the basic framework of the program. This year, however, the script may be flipping.
The defining odd couple is shaping up to be Cory Booker, the cheery New Jersey senator prone to impassioned, long-winded speeches about hope and the power of love, and Republican Chuck Grassley, the octogenarian curmudgeon of the Senate better known for his so-bad-they’re-good tweets than his long-held enmity against the meatpackers. Despite their ideological differences, they are working in concert with a chorus of anti-monopoly and conservation advocates in trying to subvert the usual dynamic and redirect the course of U.S. agriculture policy to suit the needs of independent farmers rather than Big Ag.
Though Grassley is a mostly down-the-line conservative from Iowa corn country—a major driver of farm bill subsidies—he has been an outspoken adversary to ag consolidation for decades, often diverging from Republican leadership. During his six terms, he consistently championed legislation that would curb the meatpackers’ power to throttle independent cattle ranchers.
This year, he’s pushing for changes alongside Sen. Booker, who is just as quixotically determined to curb concentration in agriculture. Despite being nicknamed the Garden State, New Jersey does not carry a particularly large agricultural economy, representing only 1.3 percent of state GDP. But Booker, as the Senate’s resident vegan, has the perfect credentials to wage a personal crusade against animal cruelty at factory farms.
Dating back to his time as mayor of Newark, Booker has also fought against food deserts, a scourge afflicting urban areas across the country without access to grocery stores carrying fresh foods like fruits and vegetables.
It wasn’t until a meeting Booker took in 2018 with the former Democratic lieutenant governor of Missouri, Joe Maxwell, that he made the connection between limited inner-city access to grocery stores and the monopoly crisis that farmers face in the heartland.
“He had a strong foundation of knowledge about concentrated power in retail, so I just had to add some limbs on the tree and get the wind going in another direction to show him that the same power is impacting family farmers too,” said Maxwell, a soft-spoken fourth-generation hog farmer who speaks more with a preacher’s charm than a politician’s salesmanship.
In addition to competition policy, there’s a major push this year to make the farm bill resemble something more like a climate bill.
After their meeting, Maxwell invited Booker to visit his home state on a kind of disaster tourism trip through rural America. The two traveled together from the Bootheel and up along the Mississippi River through Southern Illinois. Along the route, they spoke with a broad cross section of independent farmers, from cattle ranchers to medium-sized corn and soybean growers, who bear the scars of decades of failed farm bill policies that greased the skids for corporate concentration.
The trip made a lasting impression on Booker, who returned to Washington and began evangelizing for breaking up Big Ag and other market reforms. Though some suspected that Booker staked out the issue as a 2020 presidential play for the Iowa caucuses, he has continued to champion the cause even after his campaign ended. Many of the competition policy initiatives both Booker and Grassley are aiming to include in this year’s farm bill tie back one way or another to the New Jersey senator’s caravan through Missouri with Maxwell.
Reflecting back on the trip today, Maxwell noted that to any outside observer, it would be a strange sight to behold: a Democratic senator who grew up just outside Newark sitting on hay bales across from farmers who mostly vote Republican, despite feeling that the party’s leadership class sold them out to industry.
At a farm bill conference earlier this year, hosted by Maxwell’s organization Farm Action, Sen. Booker delivered the keynote address, detailing his takeaway from the trip: “I heard wrenching stories from farmers who had deeds on their walls from the Homestead Act but now after generations have to sell the farms … because our food system is broken.”
THIS YEAR, INDUSTRY GROUPS are strong-arming legislators to revert back to the direct emergency payment structure phased out in the 2014 farm bill. This would supplement the existing commodity-favored crop insurance model that the government has in place. In addition to crop insurance, commodity farmers also get subsidized coverage, known as Price Loss Coverage, that pays back for lost revenues in the case of market slumps, which happens frequently. With the help of Republicans, interest groups representing mega-farms are working to get a higher reference point for insurance coverage in order to guarantee larger payouts to farmers.
In addition, the Republican majority in the House will surely push for more strenuous work requirements on the SNAP program, which could leave over 700,000 current recipients ineligible, according to the Food Research and Action Center. The House GOP already included SNAP work requirements in their wish-list bill to extend the debt limit in April.
The cross-partisan pressures that make up the farm bill leave little room for the Grassley-Booker coalition to gain a foothold. For years, the graveyard for amendments has always been the conference committee, after the House and Senate pass their versions and the logrolling takes place behind closed doors to decide what will be included in the final bill. Legislation to curb Big Ag concentration or cap subsidy payments historically gets left on the cutting-room floor.
In 2002, it took near-herculean efforts for Minnesota Sen. Paul Wellstone, one of the last populist Democrats from a rural state at the time, to get a vote on a bill that would have banned meatpackers from owning their own livestock. The bill passed handily on the floor with bipartisan support, but was stripped from the final bill in conference committee.
Another amendment that successfully passed in the 2008 farm bill directed the U.S. Department of Agriculture to update the Packers and Stockyards Act, a major piece of antitrust legislation that grants the USDA authority to prohibit unfair and deceptive practices by meatpackers but has gone unenforced for years. Under massive pressure from Big Ag, USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack dragged his feet on following Congress’s mandate. Then, Republicans passed riders in subsequent bills that neutered the amendment entirely. Vilsack, now agriculture secretary again under President Biden, is still trying to complete Packers and Stockyards rules.
Sens. Cory Booker (D-NJ) and Chuck Grassley (R-IA) have formed an unlikely partnership as they attempt to reform this year’s farm bill.
This year’s coalition of family farm advocates and environmentalists aren’t under any illusions about the challenges ahead. But so far, many of their key proposals are picking up traction with members of both parties, spearheaded by Booker and Grassley.
“Our forces are stronger together when we can get support from across the aisle,” said Adam Zipkin, who serves as counsel to Sen. Booker on food and agriculture policy.
The odd-couple senators are each supporting a collection of complementary competition titles to deconcentrate agriculture and promote an open market for independent farmers to sell into. Both senators are proposing a rule that would force meatpackers to purchase at least 50 percent of their animals in the open spot market instead of through contract, which would give independent ranchers a chance to compete. The measure is also supported by Sen. Jon Tester (D-MT), a self-described “dirt farmer” and a frequent partner with Booker on the Democratic side. Booker has also called for placing a moratorium on CAFOs.
“We [anti-monopolists] used to be greeted on the Hill like we were wearing tinfoil hats for saying we had a consolidation problem, and now everyone is like ‘of course we do,’” said Lovera, who’s worked on farm bills since the early 2000s.
The USDA’s checkoff program is also in the crosshairs of reformers. The program effectively acts as a government-run slush fund, bankrolled by a tax on all farmers, that agribusiness can tap for both industry marketing and lobbying. In essence, small farmers pay for Big Ag to destroy them. Booker introduced a bill earlier this year that would prohibit checkoff dollars going to any lobbying organization. Another primary concern for the farm bill is to reinstate country-of-origin labels, a long-sought priority for independent farmers to distinguish their goods from large meatpackers’ foreign sourcing of products.
In addition to competition policy, there’s a major push this year to make the farm bill resemble something more like a climate bill, in order to fulfill President Biden and Secretary Vilsack’s pledges to curb greenhouse gas emissions. Environmental groups and family farm advocates are aligning their priorities to deliver more funding to practices like rotational grazing and crop-covering, rather than using those dollars to retrofit the mega-farms driving the highest emissions.
“In its current form, many conservation programs at the USDA aren’t accessible to small farmers, whose applications get denied at higher rates but could help cover the costs of sustainable farming,” said Antonio Tovar, senior policy associate at the National Family Farm Coalition.
Much of the current funding for climate-related farm bill policies has turned into a money pit for factory farms. A good example of how this works is the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), one of the largest USDA conservation funds.
A provision in the 2002 farm bill, written by lobbyists, required that over a third of the EQIP funds used in Iowa go to livestock operations, which are dominated by factory farm CAFOs. As the Environmental Working Group has documented, over a third of EQIP funds, totaling around $62 million, finance animal waste cleanups and containment at corporate farms, like manure lagoons and toxic runoffs. Taxpayer dollars help backstop rather than penalize environmental harms by factory farms, when those funds could instead support family farms using sustainable practices that keep carbon in the soil. Booker and Sen. Mike Lee (R-UT) plan to fight for an amendment in the farm bill that would amend the livestock requirement and direct funding to small farmers.
The Inflation Reduction Act also included a pot of almost $20 billion for climate-smart agriculture at the USDA. It didn’t include an EQIP livestock requirement, which was seen as a victory for progressive advocates. They are now pushing to protect that IRA funding, which faces opposition from Republican lawmakers, in the farm bill.
PC True
Political capital is real.
Markus Siewert 18, Assistant Professorship of Policy Analysis Hochschule für Politik München an der Technischen Universität München and Former Chair for Policy Analysis at the Bavarian School for Public Policy, June 2018, “It’s Never Easy for the President to Get Exactly What He Wants,” https://d-nb.info/1164077325/34
Third, agenda-setting offers the White House the opportunity to highlight its priorities, how they are distributed across various policy issues, and in which way policies should be packaged (Rudalevige 2005, 437ff; Wayne 2009b, 317ff). Because the resources of any administration to lobby Congress are not infinite and the multiple political arenas are usually heavily crowded with myriad policy items and problems striving to be solved, the White House needs to prioritize its policy agenda. This involves, among other things, to select some issues over others, decide about their sequencing, how to pursue them, and how much political capital it wants or needs to spend on any given item. Therefore, the administration will focus on certain policies with more attention, on others with less, depending on the prioritization by the president but also upon other considerations, such as the overall density of the policy agenda or imminent pressures of the time. The trick is to not overwhelm Congress with the president’s initiatives. As Lyndon B. Johnson famously quipped, “Congress is like a Whiskey drinker. You can put an awful lot of whiskey into a man if you just let him sip it. But if you try to force the whole bottle down his throat at one time, he’ll throw it up.” (cited in Rudalevige 2002, 113). Thus, the failure to prioritize easily leads to overload of Pennsylvania Avenue with Congress at the one end, and to excessive demands and exhaustion for the White House at the other end. The rocky start of the Clinton administration underlines this argument: since the White House did not pursue a ‘rifle-approach’ to define clear policy priorities for its initial months and then execute them, it got lost in numerous legislative battles and mine-fields early on in its first year. Instead it followed a ‘shotgun-approach’ by addressing as many issues as possible at once leading to an overkill and chaos (Rockman 1996; `Sinclair 2000b).
Those in the game believe in it.
Steven E. Schier 11, Professor of Political Science at Carleton; Presidential Studies Quarterly, December 2011, “The Contemporary Presidency: The Presidential Authority Problem and the Political Power Trap,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 41(4)
The concept of political capital captures many of the aspects of a president's political authority. Paul Light defines several components of political capital: party support of the president in Congress, public approval of the president's conduct of his job, the president's electoral margin, and patronage appointments (Light 1999, 15). Light derived this list from the observations of 126 White House staff members he interviewed (1999, 14). His indicators have two central uses. First, Light's research reveals that they are central to the “players' perspective” in Washington. That is, those “in the game” view these items as crucial for presidential effectiveness. Second, they relate to many central aspects of political authority as defined by Skowronek. So on both theoretical and practical levels, the components of political capital are central to the fate of presidencies. The data here will reveal that presidents over the last 70 years have suffered from a trend of declining levels of political capital, a trend that is at the heart of their political authority problem.
Biden has a reputation for being an effective dealmaker.
Maegan Vazquez 21, White House reporter for CNN Politics,  3/10/2021, “Negotiator-in-chief Biden notches his first win but a bipartisan governing loss,” https://www.cnn.com/2021/03/10/politics/joe-biden-negotiator/index.html
He was the top-ranking Democrat on the highly influential Senate Judiciary and Senate Foreign Relations committees for decades. Then, in 2008, Biden served as a sounding board for Obama on national security and foreign policy, according to The New Yorker. And in the Obama White House, Biden subsequently took on a foreign policy-centric portfolio and served as the White House proxy in Congress during contentious moments, like passing the 2009 economic stimulus package and avoiding the fiscal cliff.
Biden’s reputation as a dealmaker throughout his time in the Senate and as vice president was forged by his unconventional partnerships across the aisle.
Sometimes, that meant compromise in addressing the fiscal cliff directly with Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell.
While the compromise was touted as a victory by the Obama administration, some progressives said the administration should have held the line. Democrats such as Colorado Sen. Michael Bennet have subsequently argued “that deal extended almost all those Bush tax cuts permanently.”
In other instances, forging unconventional partnerships in order to get things done included policy debates with figures now considered to have values diametrically opposed to the ones Biden has said are at his core. That included co-sponsoring legislation with South Carolina Sen. Strom Thurmond, a segregationist, on several crime bills. It also included hashing out several differences in a chemical weapons treaty with North Carolina Republican Sen. Jesse Helms in the 1990s. Helms, who died in 2008, used racial signals in campaigns and fought against establishing a Martin Luther King Jr. Holiday because he felt the civil rights leader held radical political views.
Biden’s return to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue this year also undoubtedly marks a shift in the way the American president approaches lawmakers on the Hill compared to how things were done over the last four years.
Now, there are fewer tweets from the commander in chief personally denigrating members of Congress. The new President in office is not just one who has brought Republicans in for meetings in the Oval Office early in his term, but one who has also congratulated Republican senators for winning their races. And so far, unlike what happened during the Trump years, there have been no known walkouts by the President during White House meetings with members of Congress.
Despite four years of a President calling to drain the swamp, Biden’s many years in Washington, allies argue, is for the better.
“(Biden’s past experience in) the executive branch is not only relevant experience, but I think it’s going to help them enormously as President. Whereas if went right from the Senate, there would certainly be a gap there,” Pennsylvania Democratic Sen. Bob Casey said. “The other thing is, I think he’s made it his business over the years to interact a lot with mayors and governors.”
Biden in action
It’s not clearly known what pushes Biden to pick up the phone or schedule a meeting with lawmakers these days to hash out a deal. But in his first months in office, it’s widely known that he’s making those calls and scheduling those meetings frequently.
When White House press secretary Jen Psaki was asked about Biden’s relationship with West Virginia Sen. Joe Manchin – the moderate Democrat who has already proved to be a crucial and fickle vote for the President’s legislative proposals – Psaki said Biden is talking to Manchin and many other lawmakers often.
Biden has a list of seasoned aides dedicated to legislative efforts, but the White House has suggested that he’s involved in a large portion of the direct negotiations with lawmakers himself.
“He speaks with a range of senators and members of Congress and members of the House regularly as well. Obviously, they have meetings here, but he, perhaps because he served for 36 years, certainly doesn’t hesitate to pick up the phone and have a conversation, whether it’s something he agrees with, disagrees with,” Psaki said. “That’s something he’s prone to do, even when it’s not on his schedule for that day. Just when it comes up and it’s an ask somebody makes on the team.”

 
AT: Winners Win
It's empirically false for Biden.
Courtney Subramanian 21, reporter, interviewing William Howell, a political scientist at the University of Chicago Harris School of Public Policy; Joey Garrison, same, 3/7/2021, “‘Dinner table’ politics: Why Joe Biden ditched bipartisan dealmaking to pass his COVID-19 relief,” https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2021/03/07/covid-19-bill-biden-chooses-dinner-table-politics-over-bipartisanship/6892438002
Despite the relief plan's popularity outside the Beltway, it is unlikely that momentum from its passage will hurtle Biden into future legislative wins, Howell said.
“The idea that a legislative win begets a subsequent legislative win in this environment is probably asking for too much,” he said, noting the prospect of passing COVID-19 relief was higher than more hot-button issues like immigration or health care.
A legislative defeat would have raised questions about Biden’s ability to pass any meaningful legislation, but its passage won’t be a “springboard to the production of all kinds of landmark legislation – far from it," Howell said.
Wins fade from view, while defeats are forever.
Daniel Drezner 21, Professor of international politics at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, 3/30/2021, “Biden’s brand of bipartisanship,” https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2021/03/30/bidens-brand-bipartisanship/
The paradox for Biden is that the more successful he is at addressing the pandemic and the economy, the more difficulty he could encounter in building bipartisan coalitions to address other problems. Political Science 101 would suggest that if Biden gets credit for ending the pandemic and restoring a strong economy, that popularity should translate into greater political capital for other problems in the queue.
Political Science 301 offers a cautionary warning: Solved problems fade from view. Biden is appropriately addressing the issues voters care about. But if the pandemic and the economy evolve as expected, voters will quickly bank those successes and focus on thornier problems — like immigration.

Impacts
Solves Climate
Biden’s political capital is key, specifically to keep environment-related provisions in the bill. That’s key to sustainability. 
Leah Douglas 24. Washington-based award-winning journalist covering agriculture and energy including competition, regulation, federal agencies, corporate consolidation, environment and climate, racial discrimination and labour, previously at the Food and Environment Reporting Network. "Fight brewing over Biden climate funds that help farmers in Republican-leaning states". Reuters. 1-25-2024. https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/sustainable-finance-reporting/fight-brewing-over-biden-climate-funds-that-help-farmers-republican-leaning-2024-01-25/
WASHINGTON, Jan 25 (Reuters) - An effort by Republican U.S. lawmakers to reallocate $18 billion in climate-friendly agriculture funding under President Joe Biden's signature climate law would shift money away from programs that primarily benefit farmers in Republican-leaning states, a Reuters analysis found.
The Inflation Reduction Act money, earmarked for U.S. Department of Agriculture-designated "climate-smart" farm practices, is intended to support Biden's agriculture climate agenda, which relies heavily on storing carbon in the soil and lowering emissions through sustainable farming techniques.
About 65% of the new money due to be spent under the law on those climate-friendly practices would go to farmers in states that backed Republican former President Donald Trump in the 2020 election, and about 70% would go to states with a Republican member on the House or Senate farm committees, according to a Reuters examination of projections by University of Illinois agricultural policy professor Jonathan Coppess.
Iowa stands to get the most money with $1.03 billion, followed by Texas ($772 million) and Arkansas ($723 million), according to the projections by Coppess, which used historical USDA funding data to estimate how the Inflation Reduction Act money would be distributed, opens new tab.
Republican House of Representatives Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn "GT" Thompson and the Senate Agriculture Committee's top Republican, John Boozman, want to reallocate the Inflation Reduction Act money to all conservation programs without the climate-related requirements.
Under Thompson's plan, some money also would be moved to crop supports and other farm programs, a committee aide said.
A spokesperson for Thompson expressed skepticism toward Coppess's findings and noted that he previously served as general counsel for the Senate Agriculture Committee under Democratic leadership.
Representatives for both Thompson and Boozman said reallocating the funds could allow money to reach more farmers.
Democrats are opposed to the reallocation.
"Moving this funding away from conservation with its intended purpose - addressing the climate crisis - is a non-starter for me and does not have the votes in the Senate or the House," Democratic Senate Agriculture Committee Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow said in an email to Reuters.
White House officials also have pledged a fight to preserve the money for climate-friendly practices.
Though Democrats control the Senate and White House, the typically bipartisan process of negotiating the farm bill - a package passed every five years to fund commodity, conservation, and nutrition programs - often involves compromise.
The dispute over the Inflation Reduction Act money could further delay progress on the overdue bill. The farm bill that was passed in 2018 expired on Sept. 30, and was extended for one year in November's spending deal.
The farm committees are still drafting their versions of the next bill.
The climate-friendly agriculture money would go to programs whose demand typically far exceeds their available funds.
For instance, the USDA in 2021 funded 29.9% of applications for its Environmental Quality Incentives Program, which funds practices that increase soil health, reduce erosion and mitigate drought, according to the department's most recent data. That program received nearly $9 billion for Inflation Reduction Act climate-smart farming grants.
Agriculture generates about 10% of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, from fertilizer application, livestock manure and tilling land for crops, according to the Environmental Protection Agency.

Farm bill climate policy spills over to widespread sustainable farming---PC is key.
Joanna Foster 23, contributing writer for the Environmental Defense Fund, 5/25/2023, “Not just about cows: Why everyone should care about the farm bill,” https://www.edf.org/article/not-just-about-cows-why-everyone-should-care-about-farm-bill
You may not own a tractor or a single pair of overalls. And maybe the only thing you’ve had a hand in growing is a neglected, windowsill succulent. But if you think the farm bill has nothing to do with you, you’d be wrong. 
“The farm bill is a massive omnibus authorization and spending bill that comes up every five years,” says Ben Thomas, who directs EDF’s agriculture policy work. “It sets all federal food, agriculture and nutrition support policy and touches almost every aspect of our lives.”
It's also critical for climate reasons: Agriculture is responsible for around 10% of greenhouse gas emissions in the U.S. and ensuring that farmland is resilient to the impacts of climate change is vital to securing the future of our food supply.
As negotiations for the 2023 farm bill get underway this summer, EDF will be working hard to keep climate and conservation programs at the top of the agenda. 
“The conservation programs in the bill help farmers improve soil health and water quality and make working lands more resilient,” says Thomas. Successful advocacy will mean more money for those programs than ever before. 
Last year, climate-friendly farming got a major boost in the form of $20 billion set aside in the Inflation Reduction Act to support popular conservation programs funded through the farm bill. That’s the largest-ever federal investment in reducing emissions from farmlands. There’s also $300 million to establish a new program to collect field-based data to track and assess the climate impact of these programs. 
“The farm bill conservation programs are enormously popular," says Thomas. "But right now only about one in every three applicants gets funding. The IRA funds will almost double the money available in these programs and, for the first time, require that the project being funded has a climate benefit.”
The kinds of projects that could receive funding include: installing anaerobic digesters to capture planet-warming methane from manure; planting cover crops to protect soil and the carbon it stores; reducing fertilizer use and preserving unploughed areas on farms. 
But all that is at risk as negotiations begin.  
“Because all farm bill programs are up for reauthorization, there’s nothing to prevent lawmakers from shuffling the money earmarked for climate-smart agriculture around to other programs with no climate benefit to help secure votes to get the farm bill passed,” says Andrew Lentz, EDF’s director of federal affairs agriculture policy. “Protecting as much of that money as possible is one of our top priorities.”
Making sure that the farm bill delivers on the historic climate investments in the IRA is part of a larger push spearheaded by EDF to get the right financial incentives in place to jumpstart the widespread adoption of climate-friendly farming practices. 
The Farm Bill’s required to stave off the climate crisis---agriculture is a ticking climate bomb.
Georgina Gustin 23, agricultural journalist, 3/1/2023, “As Emissions from Agriculture Rise and Climate Change Batters American Farms, Congress Tackles the Farm Bill,” https://insideclimatenews.org/news/01032023/farm-bill-climate-change/
The massive overhaul that Booker was pushing for is not about poverty or sweeping financial change or racial justice, at least not directly. Booker’s focus is on the country’s food system and on farm policy, especially the massive, nearly half-trillion dollar legislation—esoteric to most Americans—known as the Farm Bill.
Every five years or so, the bill is re-upped after an increasingly lengthy and contentious battle that usually centers on the country’s nutrition support programs, which consume three quarters of the legislation’s funding. But this time around, as negotiations get under way and committee meetings take place on Capitol Hill, conversations are ramping up about American agriculture’s role in contributing to—and addressing—climate change. 
On Wednesday, the Senate Agriculture committee is holding a hearing on the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) conservation programs, which advocacy groups say represent agriculture’s best hope for tackling climate change. In advance of the hearing, nearly 650 farm, environmental and policy groups called for Congressional leaders to focus on conservation funding.
Farming contributes about 11 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, more if fertilizer production is included. But a new analysis, published on Tuesday by the Environmental Working Group based on data from the Boston Consulting Group,  projects that U.S. agriculture’s share of emissions could rise to about 30 percent of the total by 2050—more than any other sector of the economy—if farms don’t reign in emissions from fertilizer and livestock. Emissions from agriculture have been on the rise for decades, even as emissions from other sectors fall.
Booker, a member of the Senate Agriculture Committee, some fellow Democrats and progressive farm groups say this Farm Bill, more than previous ones, can and should play a role in staving off the climate crisis. Part of the solution, they argue, is helping smaller farmers produce healthier food in more climate-conscious ways and steering support away from commodities like corn and soybeans, and from giant industrial livestock facilities that are responsible for the greatest portion of greenhouse gases from animal waste. Booker has introduced legislation that would place a moratorium on these massive factory farms.
Farm bill’s the only way to comply with IPCC targets.
Daniel Rath 23, Agricultural Soil Carbon Scientist at National Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Soil and Biogeochemistry PhD at UC-Davis; Nina Sevilla, Program Advocate, Food Waste & Food Systems at NRDC; Allison Johnson, Senior Attorney, Health & Food, People & Communities Program at NRDC and J.D. at UC-Berkeley, 3/28/2023, “2023 Farm Bill Can Help Address Climate Crisis,” https://www.nrdc.org/bio/daniel-rath/2023-farm-bill-can-help-address-climate-crisis
Economy-wide investments in our food systems can play a large role in both climate change mitigation and adaptation, but only if we move quickly and decisively, and choose wisely.
The time is now for the U.S. to follow the IPCC’s recommendations and make these economy-wide investments in our food system. This year, Congress will negotiate the most impactful piece of legislation related to agriculture, the 2023 Farm Bill, a nearly $1 trillion spending package that sets authorized funding levels for the next 5 years until the next Farm Bill is negotiated. NRDC’s Farm Bill priorities - advancing organic agriculture, increasing cover crop adoption, and reducing food waste – and the comprehensive Agriculture Resilience Act introduced this week by Congresswoman Chellie Pingree, who herself is a longtime organic farmer, closely align with the IPCC report’s recommended climate mitigation and adaptation options. The report outlines that to simultaneously reduce global GHG emissions by 60% before 2035 and adapt to changes that are already ongoing, we need to increase the ability of our agricultural systems to store carbon, effectively manage biodiversity, improve cropland management, and reduce food waste, all while preserving natural ecosystems.  

AT: No Modeling/Spillover
Climate-smart ag solves climate better than renewables and models globally.
Daniel Rath 23, Agricultural Soil Carbon Scientist at National Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Soil and Biogeochemistry PhD at UC-Davis; Nina Sevilla, Program Advocate, Food Waste & Food Systems at NRDC; Allison Johnson, Senior Attorney, Health & Food, People & Communities Program at NRDC and J.D. at UC-Berkeley, 3/28/2023, “2023 Farm Bill Can Help Address Climate Crisis,” https://www.nrdc.org/bio/daniel-rath/2023-farm-bill-can-help-address-climate-crisis
The IPCC report estimates that agricultural and food system reforms to mitigate climate change are among the lowest cost and highest potential options, comparable to emissions reductions gained from switching to wind or solar energy. Increasing the sustainability and resilience of our food systems can ensure that communities in the United States and throughout the world are able to feed themselves while protecting natural ecosystems. This Farm Bill has the chance to protect the historic $40+ billion Inflation Reduction Act investments empowering farmers to turn agriculture into a climate solution and double down on transformative, economy-wide investments needed to scale up climate-smart agriculture & forestry. We are at a pivotal moment in the climate crisis where bold and coordinated action to set the U.S. food and farming sector on a new and much more sustainable course can make a significant impact for America’s farmers, ranchers and eaters, and set an example globally. 
It has huge emissions AND shapes global policy
Nathan Hultman 21, Nonresident Senior Fellow in the Global Economy and Development Program at the Brookings Institute, and Samantha Gross, Fellow and Director of the Energy Security and Climate Initiative, Bachelor of Science in Chemical Engineering from the University of Illinois, Master of Science in Environmental Engineering from Stanford, and Master of Business Administration from the University of California at Berkeley, “How the United States Can Return to Credible Climate Leadership”, Brookings Institute Report, 3/1/2021, https://www.brookings.edu/research/us-action-is-the-lynchpin-for-successful-international-climate-policy-in-2021/
In this context, the reaction in the global climate community to Joe Biden’s election as U.S. president has been overwhelmingly positive. The world sees the importance of U.S. action to limit overall global temperature rise, and President Biden’s campaign, appointments — including former secretary of state John Kerry as special presidential envoy for climate — and early actions in office indicate his interest in a new approach to climate change. However, the Biden administration immediately faces a difficult challenge. Four years of U.S. absence from the global climate community — including global climate negotiations and international efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions — have left a big gap in international leadership and credibility. How does the new administration meet the moment? How does the United States regain its credibility on the world stage?
Since greenhouse gas emissions mix throughout the global atmosphere and oceans, emissions in one part of the world impact the climate everywhere. The Paris Agreement calls for all countries to reduce emissions in line with their own development goals and political realities. But science suggests that a goal of net-zero emissions from the largest emitting countries by mid-century is necessary. In this context, credible U.S. action is critical. As the world’s largest economy, second-largest greenhouse gas emitter, and superpower re-engaging on climate diplomacy, U.S. actions can either dampen or accelerate global action. If the United States fails to make commitments that the rest of the world views as serious, it will be harder to pressure other countries to take more serious action. Credible U.S. action could form the basis for genuine leadership, as the United States displayed preceding the Paris COP through its bilateral commitments with China.

AT: Alt Causes
The Farm Bill solves alt causes---it sucks carbon out of the air.
Max Graham 23, Food and Agriculture Fellow at Grist, citing Representative Chellie Pingree, a Democrat on the House Agriculture Committee, and Cathy Day, climate policy coordinator at the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, 3/30/2023, “The next farm bill could be a historic climate law – if Congress can agree on it,” https://grist.org/agriculture/farm-bill-historic-climate-law-split-congress/
When Congress renegotiates the farm bill every five years, it doesn’t exactly grab headlines. But this year, as the sweeping trillion-dollar legislative package that deals with everything from manure lagoons to food stamps comes up for renewal, climate advocates say it could be momentous. 
Typically passed with bipartisan support, the legislation, projected to cost $1.4 trillion over 10 years, encompasses relatively mundane things like crop insurance and money for rural broadband. Nutrition programs alone usually claim three-quarters of the bill’s funding. But environmental groups and some farmer advocacy organizations are lobbying Congress to turn this year’s bill — due for an update by October — into the next historic climate law. They say it could curb warming caused by agriculture, a key emitter of greenhouse gasses, in large part by converting the country’s vast farmlands into fields that suck carbon out of the air.
But as farm bill negotiations get under way on Capitol Hill, climate-specific policy ideas — like subsidizing farmers who plant cover crops that store carbon — are emerging as a point of contention in a divided Congress.
“It’s still in the early stages,” said Representative Chellie Pingree, a Democrat from Maine who sits on the House Agriculture Committee. “I’m feeling less discouraged than I could be,” she added, noting a history of broad support for farm bill programs that benefit both farmers and climate — say, by promoting soil health or making farms more resilient to drought — even if they don’t explicitly target emissions. 
As climate advocates prod lawmakers to tamp down on farm-related greenhouse gas emissions, new research shows food production alone is on track to warm the planet 1 degree Celsius (1.8 degrees Fahrenheit) by the end of the century. In the United States, agriculture accounts for more than a 10th of the country’s emissions but could produce as much as a third by 2050, according to a recent Environmental Working Group analysis. But the soil beneath the country’s corn, soybeans, other crops, and pastures is capable of storing enough carbon to offset emissions by up to 10 percent. 
The farm bill could transform U.S. agriculture into a climate solution, said Cathy Day, climate policy coordinator at the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition. Her organization is pushing Congress to boost funds for already existing conservation programs that help farmers plant trees and cover crops, reduce use of fertilizers that emit nitrous oxide, a potent greenhouse gas, and shift to grazing systems that keep soil intact, among other practices that cut emissions directly or lock carbon in the ground. Day also wants to see lawmakers invest in research and technology to help growers monitor how much carbon they sequester on their lands — a key metric for understanding how effective farms are at combating climate change.
Solves Food Security
The farm bill is key to global food security.
Katherine Miller & Mary Sue Milliken 24. *Founding executive director of the Chef Action Network and the vice president of impact at the James Beard Foundation. Former food policy fellow at American University’s Sine Institute of Policy and Politics; a Distinguished Terker Fellow at George Washington University’s School of Media and Public Affairs. **Mary Sue Milliken is a James Beard and Julia Child Award-winning chef, serves on the Board of Trustees for the James Beard Foundation, and is a member of the U. S. State Department’s American Chef Corps, "Congress Must Pass the Vital Farm Bill to Address Food Security". Food Tank. April 2024. https://foodtank.com/news/2024/05/op-ed-congress-must-pass-the-vital-farm-bill-to-address-food-security/
While Congress is flailing—moving from one near government shutdown to another—crucial legislation that supports our communities lies in limbo.
That includes the Farm Bill, a vital legislative package responsible for funding everything from farm subsidies and SNAP benefits to international food aid, the urgency to assist war-torn countries, combat rising hunger, and protect our farmlands.
We need a strong farmer-focused Farm Bill and we need it now. For Americans, for our allies and for our planet.
Food has a powerful impact on our lives—one that goes beyond our plates. Our global food system accounts for approximately 10 percent of our global economy and nearly a third of global greenhouse gas emissions. Yet, more than 1 billion people are employed directly by the food system—from farms and fishing vessels to meat processors, restaurants, food aid workers to waste haulers – with three times that many people living in households that support the system.
The Farm Bill is also necessary to sustain over a billion people’s livelihoods and combat malnutrition in war-torn regions. That is especially true in countries where hunger is escalating and the dangers faced by aid workers also grow. In solidarity with the chef and restaurant community, we deeply mourn the lives of the seven World Central Kitchen team members who tragically lost their lives while organizing emergency food aid in Gaza.
While potential negotiations are underway, the decisions made by the 118th Congress will impact farmers and producers at home and abroad for years to come. They will also determine the fate of women and children who rely on food assistance programs included in the bill in the United States and worldwide. The bill, which in late 2023 temporarily extended agricultural support, domestic nutrition programs, emergency feeding initiatives, and international food aid programs through September 2024, includes important provisions for these areas.
According to the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization, over 700 million people face chronic hunger worldwide, even though enough food is produced globally to feed everyone. This number grows almost daily because of the global instability caused by wars and climate-related emergencies. From the wars raging in Ukraine and Gaza to the climate disasters striking the South Pacific and the American Gulf Coast, one thing is evident: people are going increasingly hungry. We have the resources but are failing to address the problem.
Over the past decade, we’ve worked with chefs, farmers, and fishermen to find new ways to feed those displaced by disasters and to lobby for increased funding for emergency feeding programs. Whether it’s the innovative, quick-thinking, community-based organizations that continue to feed thousands daily after the tragic fires in Maui or the chef-led SWAT teams of World Central Kitchen that materialize during humanitarian crises, the local chefs, restaurant workers, and farmers can feed people wherever and whenever they are needed most.
The same applies to innovative emergency feeding programs supported by organizations like Oxfam. Across East Africa, Oxfam is working with local organizations and humanitarian networks to reach more than 1.3 million people and provide not only food, but also flexible and responsive support for hungry communities: programs like food distribution in Ethiopia’s Somali region, cash assistance for food and livestock feed in Kenya, and resources like seeds, tools, and greenhouse training in Somalia. Oxfam and its local partners provide food and flexible and responsive support for hungry communities.
But this is not enough, nor is it a sustainable solution. To tackle hunger and ensure that every child and family knows where their next meal is coming from, we need robust and decisive action and committed funding from every country – and the U.S. should be leading the way.
Congress should fully fund programs that feed people displaced by conflict and climate change and sustainably tackle hunger through programs that support agriculture development and humanitarian assistance.
The problem may be complicated, but it is solvable. This bill is crucial for labor, unions, and other facets of our society. Leaders don’t have to wait until September 2024 to pass a new Farm Bill—nor should they.
Members of Congress can and must answer President Biden’s call to transcend political impasses and come together to do what’s best for America—this includes our farmers and finding ways to feed those most in need.
We urge them to develop a Farm Bill with meaningful financial support for farmers and the increasing number of people who rely on its safety net programs at home and abroad. It simply requires a dash of political will mixed with the temerity to do what’s right for the country and the world.

Bio-D Impact
The farm bill is key to biodiversity and climate change. 
Jamie Rappaport Clark 24. President and CEO of Defenders of Wildlife. “Congress must address the biodiversity and climate crises in the farm bill.” agri-pulse. 5-14-2024. https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/21095-opinion-congress-must-address-the-biodiversity-and-climate-crises-in-the-farm-bill
We’re in trouble: biodiversity loss and climate change are reshaping the world as we know it. We are losing species at an unprecedented rate, and climate change is causing a myriad of harmful effects that impact everything from Wall Street to Main Street. We need an all of government response to these challenges, and Congress has a key role to play.
Though reauthorization of the farm bill has been significantly delayed, Congress has a window of opportunity right now to further empower and support our nation’s hardworking farmers, ranchers, and private foresters — many of whom care deeply about wildlife conservation and are taking proactive steps to combat climate change — to conserve the invaluable habitats that support productive agriculture operations. This critical opportunity to improve the farm bill only comes about every five years and cannot be missed.
Approximately 70% of lands in the lower 48 states are under private ownership. The diverse landscapes that those lands encompass support more than 70% of the species listed under the Endangered Species Act and one-third of those species are found only on private lands. 
For example, the delisting of the black-capped vireo from the Endangered Species Act can be attributed in part to the efforts of private landowners, proving how important an ally they are in the fight to save species.
Sadly, habitat for threatened and endangered species on unprotected private lands is being lost at a terrifying pace and twice as quickly compared to federal lands.
Thanks to intense studies from leading scientists around the world, we know that biodiversity and climate crises are inextricably interconnected. That means addressing climate mitigation through reducing emissions and sequestering carbon isn’t enough on its own to build climate-resilient private lands. Congress needs to allocate sufficient funds for wildlife conservation as well. Healthy, biodiverse habitats are more resistant to climate-related disasters, such as flooding, fire, drought, and sea level rise.
Even though these very real threats are already devastating our landscapes, there is a callous effort by some Members of Congress to remove the climate focus from the funds they established in the Inflation Reduction Act dedicated to climate-smart practices through Farm bill conservation programs. America’s farmers and ranchers need those investments to keep habitats thriving while helping to produce the world’s food and fiber.
In fact, the farm bill should cover more of the cost of these practices if private land farming and ranching operations are to remain sustainable. At the current 75% reimbursement rate, many private landowners cannot afford to cover the upfront cost of implementing conservation practices under the Farm Bill’s Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). The next Farm Bill should increase the cost share and prioritize applications for those practices that most effectively prioritize the conservation of wildlife and combat impacts of climate change.
In New Mexico, with the help of EQIP, one farmer restored habitat that now supports beavers. Beavers create wetlands by building dams, which provide habitat for many other fish and wildlife species. It’s a synergy that is paying dividends, as nearly 50% of North America’s threatened or endangered species rely on wetlands for their survival, and those wetlands are also helping keep that farmer’s soil nutritious and livestock healthy. 

Biodiversity loss and climate change cascade, cause nuclear war, and turn every impact. 
Phil Torres 16. Affiliate scholar at the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies. “Biodiversity loss: An existential risk comparable to climate change.” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. http://thebulletin.org/biodiversity-loss-existential-risk-comparable-climate-change9329. 
Such considerations warrant decoupling biodiversity loss from climate change, because the former has been consistently subsumed by the latter as a mere effect. Biodiversity loss is a distinct environmental crisis with its own unique syndrome of causes, consequences, and solutions—such as restoring habitats, creating protected areas (“biodiversity parks”), and practicing sustainable agriculture. The sixth extinction. The repercussions of biodiversity loss are potentially as severe as those anticipated from climate change, or even a nuclear conflict. For example, according to a 2015 study published in Science Advances, the best available evidence reveals “an exceptionally rapid loss of biodiversity over the last few centuries, indicating that a sixth mass extinction is already under way.” This conclusion holds, even on the most optimistic assumptions about the background rate of species losses and the current rate of vertebrate extinctions. The group classified as “vertebrates” includes mammals, birds, reptiles, fish, and all other creatures with a backbone. The article argues that, using its conservative figures, the average loss of vertebrate species was 100 times higher in the past century relative to the background rate of extinction. (Other scientists have suggested that the current extinction rate could be as much as 10,000 times higher than normal.) As the authors write, “The evidence is incontrovertible that recent extinction rates are unprecedented in human history and highly unusual in Earth’s history.” Perhaps the term “Big Six” should enter the popular lexicon—to add the current extinction to the previous “Big Five,” the last of which wiped out the dinosaurs 66 million years ago. But the concept of biodiversity encompasses more than just the total number of species on the planet. It also refers to the size of different populations of species. With respect to this phenomenon, multiple studies have confirmed that wild populations around the world are dwindling and disappearing at an alarming rate. For example, the 2010 Global Biodiversity Outlook report found that the population of wild vertebrates living in the tropics dropped by 59 percent between 1970 and 2006. The report also found that the population of farmland birds in Europe has dropped by 50 percent since 1980; bird populations in the grasslands of North America declined by almost 40 percent between 1968 and 2003; and the population of birds in North American arid lands has fallen by almost 30 percent since the 1960s. Similarly, 42 percent of all amphibian species (a type of vertebrate that is sometimes called an “ecological indicator”) are undergoing population declines, and 23 percent of all plant species “are estimated to be threatened with extinction.” Other studies have found that some 20 percent of all reptile species, 48 percent of the world’s primates, and 50 percent of freshwater turtles are threatened. Underwater, about 10 percent of all coral reefs are now dead, and another 60 percent are in danger of dying. Consistent with these data, the 2014 Living Planet Report shows that the global population of wild vertebrates dropped by 52 percent in only four decades—from 1970 to 2010. While biologists often avoid projecting historical trends into the future because of the complexity of ecological systems, it’s tempting to extrapolate this figure to, say, the year 2050, which is four decades from 2010. As it happens, a 2006 study published in Science does precisely this: It projects past trends of marine biodiversity loss into the 21st century, concluding that, unless significant changes are made to patterns of human activity, there will be virtually no more wild-caught seafood by 2048. Catastrophic consequences for civilization. The consequences of this rapid pruning of the evolutionary tree of life extend beyond the obvious. There could be surprising effects of biodiversity loss that scientists are unable to fully anticipate in advance. For example, prior research has shown that localized ecosystems can undergo abrupt and irreversible shifts when they reach a tipping point. According to a 2012 paper published in Nature, there are reasons for thinking that we may be approaching a tipping point of this sort in the global ecosystem, beyond which the consequences could be catastrophic for civilization. As the authors write, a planetary-scale transition could precipitate “substantial losses of ecosystem services required to sustain the human population.” An ecosystem service is any ecological process that benefits humanity, such as food production and crop pollination. If the global ecosystem were to cross a tipping point and substantial ecosystem services were lost, the results could be “widespread social unrest, economic instability, and loss of human life.” According to Missouri Botanical Garden ecologist Adam Smith, one of the paper’s co-authors, this could occur in a matter of decades—far more quickly than most of the expected consequences of climate change, yet equally destructive. Biodiversity loss is a “threat multiplier” that, by pushing societies to the brink of collapse, will exacerbate existing conflicts and introduce entirely new struggles between state and non-state actors. Indeed, it could even fuel the rise of terrorism. (After all, climate change has been linked to the emergence of ISIS in Syria, and multiple high-ranking US officials, such as former US Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel and CIA director John Brennan, have affirmed that climate change and terrorism are connected.) The reality is that we are entering the sixth mass extinction in the 3.8-billion-year history of life on Earth, and the impact of this event could be felt by civilization “in as little as three human lifetimes,” as the aforementioned 2012 Nature paper notes. Furthermore, the widespread decline of biological populations could plausibly initiate a dramatic transformation of the global ecosystem on an even faster timescale: perhaps a single human lifetime. The unavoidable conclusion is that biodiversity loss constitutes an existential threat in its own right. As such, it ought to be considered alongside climate change and nuclear weapons as one of the most significant contemporary risks to human prosperity and survival.
Turns Econ
SNAP funding is key to keep the economy moving---turns case. 
Ryan Nebeker 20, research and policy analyst for FoodPrint, 3/26/2020, “How Nutrition Assistance Programs Help Keep Farms Afloat,” https://foodprint.org/blog/nutrition-assistance-programs/
While advocates for local food and sustainable agriculture have suggested a number of provisions to help farms of all scales stay in business during the COVID-19 crisis, farmers have another support system already embedded in the relief and stimulus efforts. Food aid — like SNAP and WIC — is a critical component of any economic recovery package, but it does more than keep jobless people from going hungry. The goal of a stimulus is to strategically put money in pockets so the economy keeps moving, and the nutrition assistance programs in the stimulus package are a vital lifeline to help farmers and food producers weather this downturn.   
How Nutrition Assistance Can Help Farmers
SNAP and WIC 
The country’s two largest nutrition assistance programs are the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as Food Stamps) and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). Under normal conditions, SNAP provides low-income people with a monthly “benefit” that they can only spend on food. The requirements vary from state to state but typically, people need to be near the federal poverty line to qualify. The amount of the benefit varies based on income and household size. WIC works a little differently, and provides pregnant women and mothers with young children vouchers to purchase specific eligible foods, mostly healthy staples like dairy, fruit, vegetables, and infant formula. 
In an economic downturn, nutrition assistance programs play an obvious role in feeding the hungry: more unemployed people means that more people qualify for government assistance. However, SNAP and WIC are also an opportunity to help stimulate the economy, and lawmakers can tweak the programs to encourage this. Doing things like increasing the amount of money people can receive every month can have big impacts. First, people who recieve more money specifically for food can spend more of their own money on other things, which helps stimulate the rest of the economy. Second, the increased amount of money that recipients spend on food helps farmers and food retailers keep their sales up and stay in business. 
 
Aff
Uniqueness Answers
Won’t Pass
Won’t pass – it’s not a priority and a short extension solve.  
Hanrahan, 6/17 (Ryan, “Despite progress, farm bill passage growing more unlikely in 2024,” June 17, 2024, https://www.agriculture.com/despite-progress-farm-bill-passage-growing-more-unlikely-in-2024-8664245
Progressive Farmer’s Joshua Baethge reported this past Friday that odds remain quite low that a full farm bill will pass this year because lawmakers have completed only a very small percentage of the steps required for a farm bill to become law. Despite recent progress on the 2024 Farm Bill — including passage of the House Agriculture Committee’s version of the bill and competing frameworks released in the Senate Agriculture Committee — lawmakers in recent days have been hinting that passage of a full farm bill in 2024 is growing more unlikely and that another extension of the 2018 farm bill remains the most likely outcome before an end of September deadline.
Agri-Pulse’s Steve Davies, Philip Brasher, Noah Wicks, and Rebekah Alvey reported this past Friday that “a farm bill doesn’t appear to be headed anywhere in the Senate, even though Ag Committee Republicans have now outlined their proposal. Senate Ag Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow, D-Mich., doesn’t think the House Ag Committee’s bill can pass the House and fears a Senate bill could face the same fate, she says on this week’s Agri-Pulse Newsmakers.”
“‘I don’t want to bring a bill out of the committee in the Senate that has the same fate’ as the House bill, she says,” according to Davies, Brasher, Wicks, and Alvey. “Stabenow has rejected the GOP proposals in part because of cuts to nutrition spending and their removal of climate guardrails on Inflation Reduction Act funding. ‘The way you get a farm bill is making sure everybody’s happy. And so that recognition hasn’t happened yet,’ she said.”
In addition, Brownfield Ag News’ Brent Barnett reported Friday that “U.S. Senator Roger Marshall says a new farm bill isn’t likely to get passed this year.” “‘I think we’re looking at another extension and I’m sorry to say that,’ he said,” according to Barnett. “‘I’m not going to do a bad bill. This is a five-year bill. We have to get it right.'”
 New farm bill remains unlikely as Congress returns
Where is the bill in the legislative process? “Looking at the legislative process from an uber simplistic perspective, eight things that need to happen for a new farm bill to become reality: The agriculture committees in the House and Senate need to pass a bill. The full House and Senate must then approve those bills. When that happens, a committee will likely be created to hammer out a compromise between the two bills. The full House and Senate must then approve the compromise The President would then need to sign the bill into law. In case you weren’t counting, that’s eight separate steps that need to be completed,” Baethge reported. “So far, lawmakers have finished one. In May, the House Agriculture Committee passed Rep. Glenn “GT” Thompson’s Farm, Food, and National Security Act. That means one-eighth of the process has been completed.” 

The Farm Bill won’t pass. SNAP fights, partisanship, and election-year politics derail. 
Allison Winter 5-28. Washington D.C. correspondent for States Newsroom, a network of state-based nonprofit news outlets that includes the Ohio Capital Journal. "Farm bill advances from U.S. House panel but faces a tough row to hoe". Ohio Capital Journal. 5-28-2024. https://ohiocapitaljournal.com/2024/05/28/farm-bill-advances-from-u-s-house-panel-but-faces-a-tough-row-to-hoe/
WASHINGTON — Republicans moved their long-awaited new farm bill through the U.S. House Agriculture Committee last week, despite opposition from most Democrats about cuts in SNAP payments and nutritional benefits that could stall further advancement.
The massive $1.5 trillion legislation would set policy and funding levels for key food, agriculture and conservation programs for the next five years. After a marathon markup Thursday, the GOP-authored bill cleared the committee after midnight Friday, 33-21, with four Democratic votes.
The committee’s bill would increase farm “safety net” payments for some commodity crops, expand eligibility for disaster assistance and increase funding for speciality crops, organic farmers and dairy farmers.
It is expected to cost $1.5 trillion over 10 years. A title-by-title summary of the 942-page bill can be found here.
Democrats Don Davis of North Carolina, Sanford Bishop of Georgia, Yadira Caraveo of Colorado and Eric Sorenson of Illinois joined all committee Republicans to vote to advance the bill.
After hours of heated debate and criticism from Democrats, support from the four lawmakers across the aisle seemed to surprise House Agriculture Chair Glenn “GT” Thompson, a Pennsylvania Republican who was the bill’s primary sponsor.
His microphone picked up his aside as the vote concluded: “That was bipartisan. I did not see that one coming.”
Changes ahead
But the tepid Democratic support is likely not enough to see this version of the bill through to final passage in the House.
A handful of Republicans typically oppose farm bills over fiscal concerns. And even Democrats who voted for the bill in the House committee said it needs major changes before it could make it into law.
The measure does not have support of Democrats in the Senate or the White House.
“Everyone knows that this bill would never become law. The Senate won’t accept it and the administration won’t accept it,” Rep. David Scott of Georgia, the ranking Democrat on the committee, said at the markup. “And while this bill is a giant misstep, it nevertheless begins our journey toward passing a farm bill.”
As the House committee debated the bill, Michigan Democrat Debbie Stabenow, the chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee, said in an interview Thursday that the House proposal has no chance in the Senate.
“It tears up the farm and food coalition and does not have the votes to pass on the House floor. And certainly not in the Senate,” Stabenow told States Newsroom.
Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack said earlier this week that the farm bill draft would damage the coalition that traditionally has united behind farm bills and “raises the real possibility of being unable to get a farm bill through the process.”
The committee vote – which came eight months after the previous farm bill expired – was the first step in what is expected to continue to be a protracted dispute over food and farm policy.
Many farm commodity groups have come out in support of the bill, but it faces opposition from hunger advocacy groups as well as fiscal conservatives.
Heritage Foundation, National Taxpayers Union and Taxpayers for Common Sense, along with Environmental Working Group, united this week to oppose the legislation, which they characterized as a government giveaway to favored special interests.
The groups, which span the ideological spectrum, contend the proposed legislation would spend tens of billions of dollars in subsidies that would overwhelmingly go to a relatively small number of farmers who grow certain commodity crops.
Funding dispute
Historically, farm bills have brought together lawmakers across party lines, uniting on regional interests. The massive bill stitches together support for agriculture producers, energy and conservation programs on farmland and food and nutrition programs for families in need.
But committee members are deeply divided over limits on nutrition and climate programs that are the funding mechanisms for the Republican bill.
“This, on the policy side, is a very good bill,” Rep. Angie Craig, a Minnesota Democrat, said. “But on the payment side, how do you get to your math?”
The key dispute for Democrats is a funding calculation that would place limits on the formula that calculates benefits for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, the food aid program formerly referred to as food stamps.
“One of the reasons it is so hard to negotiate the little items on this bill is because the big items and the funding mechanism are so fundamentally flawed,” Maine Democrat Chellie Pingree said.
The bill would limit future updates to the Thrifty Food Plan, the formula that calculates benefits for SNAP. This would result in a nearly $30 billion reduction in spending over ten years, based on the estimates from the Congressional Budget Office, lawmakers say.
“If we want a farm bill that is able to pass into law with the bipartisan levels that it requires to pass beyond this committee, it is necessary that we go back to the negotiating table and remove this provision,” Caraveo said.
Caraveo, who faces a tough re-election in a toss-up district, ultimately voted in favor of the bill.
Connecticut Democrat Jahana Hayes offered an amendment that would have struck the changes to the program. But after more than two hours of impassioned debate on the issue Thursday night, the amendment failed on a party-line vote, 25-29.
The farm bill has to remain budget neutral, so lawmakers must fit their proposals into a baseline projection of how much the government would spend over the next 10 years if the current farm bill was extended.
The House Republican bill would offset increases in payments for farmers by placing limits on SNAP and a discretionary account at the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
The committee-passed bill would put limits on USDA’s discretionary Commodity Credit Corporation account and would remove climate-smart policy requirements for about $13 billion in conservation projects funded by the Inflation Reduction Act.
“Farmers agree that this is good money that has come to all of our states, and is critically important,” Pingree said. “So taking away this authority from one Agriculture secretary maybe because you don’t like one program is completely misguided. It’s not thinking into the future.”
Slow Senate progress
On the Senate side, Stabenow released an outline of her own proposal for the farm bill in early May but said she is waiting for language from Republicans before they can move forward.
Among other things, Stabenow’s bill would boost eligibility for nutrition programs for low-income people like SNAP. Stabenow made public a summary of the bill, but not legislative text.
Arkansas Republican John Boozman, the Senate Agriculture Committee’s top Republican, said Thursday he supports the direction on the farm bill from the House Agriculture Committee but was not optimistic about swift movement in his chamber.
“We’ve got a lot of headwinds,” Boozman said in an interview with States Newsroom Thursday.
Boozman said he plans to release language in the coming weeks but indicated lawmakers might be headed toward another extension if they cannot make progress swiftly.
“When I visit with the farm groups, I think their attitude is that rather than just doing something, if it’s not meaningful, we’re better off waiting,” Boozman told States Newsroom. “This is a five-year commitment. And, again, if we’re not going to do meaningful changes, to improve the safety of the farmers, it’s probably not worth doing.”
Election issue
The farm bill is generally considered “must-pass” legislation. Lawmakers must rewrite the sweeping legislation every five years to set mandatory funding levels and policy. The current farm bill expired at the end of September 2023 but most programs have continued through extensions.
The current extension lasts until the end of September, but it is not clear if lawmakers will make that deadline – especially as attention turns to election campaigns over the summer and fall.
The farm bill votes could be fuel in upcoming elections.
As the House committee debated the measure Thursday, the GOP candidate in the Michigan U.S. Senate race to replace Stabenow criticized Democratic candidate and committee member Elissa Slotkin for her stance on the bill. Republican Mike Rogers took to X (formerly Twitter) to say Slotkin had not focused enough on the bill.
Won’t pass – no compromise.
KFGO, 6/20 (“Smith disappointed by ‘little progress’ on new Farm Bill in congress,” Jun 20, 2024, https://kfgo.com/2024/06/20/smith-disappointed-by-little-progress-on-new-farm-bill-in-congress/)
MINNEAPOLIS – U.S. Sen. Tina Smith says she’s disappointed there’s been “so little progress” on a new Farm Bill this year, and indicates part of the problem is funding for nutrition programs including SNAP. 
The Minnesota Democrat says, “the Republicans in the House — and also in the Senate — are looking to cut the nutrition programs and we just can’t go along with that, particularly when so many Minnesotans are worried about where their next meal will come from.” 
Senate Republicans say their Farm Bill framework modernizes the farm “safety net,” facilitates access to overseas markets, fosters breakthroughs in ag research, and grows rural communities — while making historic investments in conservation as well as protecting nutrition programs.

SNAP fights derail passage. 
Aris Folley & Saul Elbein 5-29. Staff Writers for The Hill. "A fight over SNAP funding could derail the farm bill". Hill. 5-29-2024. https://thehill.com/business/4689837-a-fight-over-snap-funding-could-derail-the-farm-bill/
A partisan fight over federal food support programs is posing a major challenge to both chambers as they try to craft a mammoth farm bill ahead of an early fall deadline.
Congress has just four months until a Sept. 30 deadline to finish work on the bill, after both parties agreed to kick the can last year on the bill.
Last year’s failure to pass a five-year farm bill amid ferocious divides represented just the second time in the program’s nearly centurylong history that Congress failed to pass the legislation.
This year, a successful bill must walk a tightrope across the stark divisions between a Democrat-controlled Senate and a sizable far-right contingent in the House.
In the House side, Agriculture Committee Chair Glenn Thompson (R-Pa.) is pushing to increase welfare payments and insurance subsidies to commodity farmers, primarily those growing cotton, rice and peanuts.
Thompson wants to pay for these increases in part by freezing the ability of the U.S. Department of Agriculture to spend more money on food aid in the future — a measure that Democrats consider a dealbreaker.
“The question is, you know, do members want to do the right thing and support which is a really good bipartisan chairman’s mark to move us ahead, or do they want to play politics?” Thompson asked The Hill. “And I can’t make that choice for them.”
Last week, Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack warned accused House Republicans of “robbing Peter to pay Paul” by funding their proposed subsidy increase with back-door cuts that wouldn’t cover the difference. 
Now both sides are digging in their heels over changes pertaining to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), previously known as the food stamps program.
In recent remarks to The Hill, Senate Agriculture Chair Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.) identified SNAP as one of the biggest hangups lawmakers are facing in striking a bipartisan farm bill.
“They have the largest cut in 30 years in SNAP,” she told The Hill on Thursday as both chambers prepared to head home for Memorial Day recess.
Pressed on the chances of a bipartisan deal in the months ahead, the chair noted lawmakers “still have time,” but she added “what we need is something that brings people together.”
“There’s a lot in the chairman’s mark in the House and in mine, we just have to be willing to get together and not do those things that pull people apart,” she said. 
Her comments come as Democrats have been targeting a proposal in the GOP-dominated House’s version of the $1.5 trillion omnibus farm bill, which was unveiled earlier this month.
That bill was marked up in an explosive hearing last week, when both sides went back and forth in a heated debate over GOP-backed changes to the program. 
But beyond disagreements over policy lie a yawning gap over how much these cuts could save — and even whether they are cuts at all.
In a summary of the 900-plus page bill, House Republicans argued the measure “disallows future unelected bureaucrats from arbitrarily increasing or decimating SNAP benefits,” while targeting actions taken under the Biden administration that led to a sharp increase in costs for the program.
Democrats argue that these increases, which added to the list of covered foods, were necessary to make up for how healthy foods like fruits and vegetables tend to be more expensive than unhealthy processed foods.
The GOP plan, they argue, amounts to cuts through the back door. Thompson’s proposal would ban a future administration from adjusting its future math on SNAP coverage based on anything other than inflation.
Republicans “cannot have it both ways,” said Rep. Salud Carbajal (D-Calif.) ”I have heard my colleagues say that this is not a SNAP cut. But dozens of outside experts disagree.”
“If the committee’s considering it a pay-for then that is funding you are taking away from hungry families.”
Republicans have specifically targeted the Biden administration’s 2021 reevaluation of the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP), which is used to determine benefit amounts for the SNAP program. 
The TFP is the lowest of the USDA’s four food plans. It serves as a baseline “market basket” that marks the minimum a household can spend on food without lapsing into food insecurity. 
Prior TFPs had just considered the foods bought by the absolute lowest-income families, which moved the list of covered products towards the cheapest, least healthy packaged foods.
While the GOP has sought to cast this as a Biden-administration initiative, the reason the TFP was reevaluated in the first place is because the Republican-controlled Congress ordered the USDA to do so in the 2018 farm bill.
In its interpretation of that legislation, USDA for the first time in its history decided to focus on how it would cost an average household to buy healthy food, even if that number wasn’t cost neutral.
Now focused on including more healthy groceries, USDA officials raised the amount of money given to each SNAP recipient by about $1.40 per day, or an average of $42 per month. 
The Urban Institute found that the reevaluated Thrifty Food Plan “dramatically reduced the share of counties with inadequate benefits to 21 percent, compared with 96 percent in 2020.”
However, the think tank also noted that benefits were still too low for many families to keep up with inflation as Americans felt the squeeze of rising price stickers.
A study in Frontiers in Public Health found that the increase may have helped to blunt the impacts of inflation, but that the reevaluation of the TFP had “no significant effects” “on food insecurity, diet quality, and mental health outcomes among SNAP participants relative to non-participants.”
The Urban Institute research additionally found that SNAP benefits fell short of “covering monthly food costs by $49.29 for families with zero net income” at the end of last year, compared to $58.59 short in the first three quarters of 2023.
Stabenow said in the recent interview that she would “rather get a farm” bill, as opposed to another short-term extension, but she also told The Hill, “We’re not gonna go backwards.”
Both the left and right are opposed to passing a new farm bill.
Saul Elbein 5-21. Staff writer covering climate for The Hill. "Left and right unite in panning House Republicans’ farm bill proposal". Hill. 5-21-2024. https://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/4677681-left-right-unite-house-republican-farm-bill-proposal-opposition/
House Republicans’ new farm bill proposal is drawing opposition from a coalition of left- and right-wing groups that agree on little else.
The proposed version of the $1.5 trillion omnibus unveiled last week by House Agriculture Committee Chair Glenn Thompson (R-Pa.) includes several priorities of big agribusiness — proposals that frustrated both right-aligned groups such as the Heritage Foundation and left-leaning ones including the Environmental Working Group amid progressives’ and populists’ broader dislike of what they see as crony capitalism at the U.S. farmstand.
The bill faces a tough road in the House, where Republicans hold only a narrow majority and both Democrats and some GOP lawmakers have pushed back against provisions included in the proposal.
As it goes to markup this week, several key areas of shared left-right opposition will be front and center.
The principal bone of contention is that Thompson’s proposed legislation contains tens of billions of dollars in subsidies that would overwhelmingly go to a few thousand of America’s wealthiest cotton, rice and peanut farmers — money that would likely come from either climate funding or food aid.
Heritage and Environmental Working Group (EWG) “may not agree on much, but we agree that farmers are sophisticated business leaders who should make their money in the market — not by becoming more dependent on federal support,” said Scott Faber, EWG’s vice president for government affairs.
“We agree that we need a farm safety net,” Faber added. “But what Chairman Thompson has proposed is more akin to a trampoline.”
The right and left have very different visions of the food system, which drive different ideas of why Thompson’s compromise is a problem. 
For left-leaning groups and lawmakers — whose viewpoints hold a powerful sway in the Democratic-controlled Senate — cuts to food aid and climate funding are clear red lines, though such groups offered grudging support for House measures to increase resources for young or minority farmers or land grant universities.
To the right, including the House Freedom Caucus, cuts in general would be attractive in an era of rising deficits — but Heritage characterized Thompson’s proposal as an attempt to smuggle in permanent subsidy increases to America’s wealthiest farmers through the back door.
“There’s a reason you’re seeing so many groups from across the ideological spectrum in opposition — there’s not an economic justification for it,” David Ditch, a senior policy analyst at Heritage, told The Hill.
Increasing subsidies, Ditch added, would be understandable “if farmers were going bankrupt left and right.”
But while prices of farm supplies are going up, commodity prices have increased more. “It’s a distortion of markets,” he said of the proposed increases. 
Rather than providing aid for farmers on the margins, he said, “this is like locking in historically high revenue levels for farming operations that are very financially stable, and who have access to credit markets for when times are tough — operated by households with dramatically above average income and wealth.”
Of particular concern to both left- and right-wing opponents of the bill is the increase to what are called “reference prices,” a U.S. Department of Agriculture program that pays farmers when commodity prices drop below a certain level. 
The higher that level is set, the higher the potential payment from the program, and the greater the likelihood that farmers will get it.
The increase to reference prices for the three chosen commodities — rice, peanuts and cotton — under the new House proposal mean that farmers of those crops would get automatic payments for each of the five years a new farm bill would be in effect, because levels would be set so high that farmers would get payments no matter what, according to an EWG report.
EWG also found that between 2021 and 2023, thousands of farmers had “triple-dipped” by using distinct federal programs to cover the same drop in prices — amounting to a total cost to taxpayers of $55.2 billion.
The bill would also increase subsidies for insurance for farmers of major commodities, such as corn and wheat — programs the Government Accountability Office (GAO) found pay America’s wealthiest farmers about $2 for every dollar they put in.
In a November report, the GAO suggested saving billions by cutting that proportion to more like $1.59 to $1 — a proposal Thompson called “not worth the paper it is printed on.”
The office, he said, “completely ignores the benefits of Federal crop insurance, which is one of the most successful examples of a public-private partnership in existence.”
The programs, he added, “bolster rural economies by ensuring that producers can pay back their lenders, retain their employees, and get back on their feet to farm again the following season.”
Rather than cutting support, Thompson’s bill would raise coverage levels, increase the federal share of premiums and lower the amount of losses needed for farmers to claim a payment. 
The issue of payment is another place where right and left both see problems — on one side, because of the increase in spending, and on the other, because of what would be cut to cover it.
Because the farm bill’s total is capped, Thompson would need more than $90 billion in cuts to cover the proposed price tag and crop insurance increases, according to trade journal Dairy Herd Management.
Thompson told Agri-Pulse that cuts to the Commodity Credit Corporation — which makes loans according to administration priorities like trade or climate change — would net $53 billion; the Congressional Budget Office, however, says that number is more like $8 billion.
Part of the projected shortfall would be made up by freezing the list of foods covered by nutritional aid programs — a change Thompson has said would cut $30 billion from farm bill spending over the next decade.
Some of the rest of the shortfall could be made up by cuts and creative reallocations to the approximately $19 billion in funding for agricultural programs to slow the onslaught of climate change, Ditch of the Heritage Foundation said.
“If we go down the line, those reference prices are still going to be higher level, but won’t have [Inflation Reduction Act] money to use as an offset,” he said.
That last bargain is unattractive for conservatives, because it would use a one-time package to pay for an increase in reference prices and crop insurance that is functionally permanent, Ditch said.
He also noted that it would also violate a clear red line for Senate Agriculture Committee Chair Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.). “I’m very skeptical that the Senate is interested in that particular tradeoff.”
Progressive farm groups such as the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition (NSAC) have argued that the existing structure of “safety net programs” like crop insurance and reference prices effectively protect unsustainable forms of agriculture from the need to adopt a more resilient, diversified approach — at taxpayer expense.
Though NSAC acknowledges that Thompson’s bill would also add support and subsidies to help smaller and more diversified farms access insurance — a longtime demand of farm groups — the group argues that it would do little to actually bring such aid to fruition. 
While the proposed legislation would require studies of challenges that small producers face, for instance, the NSAC said “those barriers and corresponding solutions are already well documented” in similar studies ordered in the last farm bill.
Another point of shared opposition from left and right comes in a perhaps surprising area: animal welfare. 
As of January, California has banned the sale of pigs, chickens or veal calves kept in “extreme confinement” — which generally means cages that offer too little space for animals to move.
The law is a serious concern for Republicans from states with big pork industries, which would not be able to sell in California without major, expensive reform.
Last June, Rep. Ashley Hinson (R-Iowa) sponsored H.R. 4417, which would ban states from setting their own standards on what out-of-state produce can be sold locally. 
The California law, Hinson said, “allows liberal lawmakers and radical activists in California — who don’t know the first thing about farming or raising animals — to regulate how farmers do their job, devastating small family farms and undermining food security.”
But this argument is divisive among Republicans — in particular the influential House Freedom Caucus — many of whom have expressed more concern over the prospect of Congress regulating state agricultural policy than of states setting their own standards. 
In letters in October and March, about two dozen House Republicans urged Thompson to drop H.R. 4417, which they argued was “at odds with our foundational Republican principles of states’ rights, national sovereignty, and fair competition.”
The group included notable GOP Reps. Matt Gaetz (Fla.), Marjorie Taylor Green (Ga.) and Nancy Mace (S.C.). 
The California bill’s constitutionality, the letter writers noted, had been upheld by the Supreme Court — and the attack on it, they argued, largely came from big agribusiness abroad.
“The Act proposes to undo legitimate statewide elections on animal-housing standards, and the influence of the Chinese government is hard to miss given the profound level of control of pig production in the United States,” they wrote. 
“The biggest U.S.-based pork company is wholly owned by the Chinese, controlling 26 percent of the U.S. pork market, and produces one in six breeding sows in the United States.”
Earlier this month, Sid Miller (R), Texas’s highly conservative agriculture commissioner, cast his support behind California on the matter. “Our states must be able to maintain their constitutional authority to pass agriculture laws … and DC should never ride roughshod over states’ rights to do so,” he wrote in an op-ed in Agri-Pulse.
A final area of common left-right opposition to the proposed farm bill is the checkoff program, which takes a mandatory fee from the sale of covered commodities — like milk or beef — and funnels it into public-private programs intended to promote the sale of that commodity.
For the last year, conservative Republicans and right-leaning groups have joined progressive lawmakers and groups in seeking to end what they call rampant conflict of interest and anticompetitive activity in the program, as The Hill reported.
Last February, Mace introduced the Opportunities for Fairness in Farming Act (OFF Act), which would ban the programs from working for specific interest groups or lobbyists in their sector — in practice, big agriculture trade groups — whose priorities might be at odds with the sector as a whole, or smaller players.
The House’s latest proposed version of the farm bill leaves the OFF Act out.
Democrats on the House Agriculture Committee, for their part, sharply criticized the legislation Tuesday and forecast a coming battle over the farm bill that could extend beyond the current proposal.
“House Republicans have spent over a year ignoring the red lines and core values of House Democrats,” Britton T. Burdick, communications director for House Agriculture Democrats, said in a statement.
“The Republicans have lost credibility, which will only make it harder to convince Democrats to support a farm bill down the road. Farmers know that the only way we get a farm bill this year is if Republicans and Democrats work together and respect each other’s priorities. House Republicans should drop their partisan approach and work with Democrats to pass a truly bipartisan farm bill.”
Extension Solves
If they fail to pass it, they’ll just do another short-term extension which is sufficient.
Art Cullen 24. Editor of the Storm Lake Times Pilot. "A rushed farm bill is a bad one • Iowa Capital Dispatch". Iowa Capital Dispatch. 4-19-2024. https://iowacapitaldispatch.com/2024/04/19/a-rushed-farm-bill-is-a-bad-one/
If a new farm bill can’t pass this year, it is expected that another one-year extension will be passed. Grassley said farmers would receive protection but not adequate protection. Getting beyond an extension of the same-old would be up to a new Congress, and as of now it is anybody’s guess who will be in charge.
It’s not as if the existing hang-ups are going anywhere. Fights over food stamps in the House stalled the last farm bill by two years. House Speaker Mike Johnson walks on egg shells in his caucus room as he is accused of caving in to Democrats on spending. The same sticking points will be as sticky in 2025.
It’s a huge piece of legislation with terribly complicated politics. You have regional interests from the South and Midwest battling over commodity payments. You have disagreements between commodity and livestock interests. Then you throw in cultural wedge issues like food stamps (SNAP benefits), and it all becomes a mishmash.
What used to be a fairly bipartisan process in the past decade has devolved into a food fight like everything else in Washington. Because so few know or care about the work of the agriculture committees, their work is controlled by the interest groups that fund our politics.
If food is important, the farm bill should be.
Our food security and agricultural resiliency are imperiled by a warming climate. A farm bill with conservation at its core could serve farmers and the environment better.
The farm bill as it is and has been over the past 40 years has resulted in more consolidation, accelerated rural depopulation, more surface water pollution in Iowa, and fewer farmers.
It also has stunted funding for research into livestock disease as pandemics build and bird flu jumps to humans.
Putting a new label on a defective product does not make it better.
But it might make some politicians look better if they can say they actually got some lipstick applied to the pig.
Crop insurance remains intact, as does a safety net for commodity markets. Food stamps too. As Grassley said, the protections are in place. So instead of jamming through an even worse farm bill than we already have, which is likely in this election year, we may all be better off if we take our time and do it right.

Link Answers
L/T – IP Protection Popular
Link turn – IP reform is popular and both sides can claim a win. 
Patel ’19 (Arvin, is the chief intellectual property officer at TiVo. “Intellectual property and patent reform are issues that affect everyone,” January 10, 2019 https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2019/jan/10/intellectual-property-and-patent-reform-are-issues/)
As the Democratic takeover of the House and divided government becomes official, Washington, D.C. seems as polarized as ever. And with Washington stuck in a budget stalemate, the American people are left wondering if bipartisan progress is possible. Fortunately, even with Washington paralyzed, there is growing agreement on an issue that affects everyone — intellectual property (IP) and patent reform. Policy makers from both parties recognize the American patent system is extremely valuable to our economy and under siege from serious international and domestic challenges. Foreign countries steal American intellectual property, while innovation-stifling U.S. court decisions weaken our system, causing patents to be wrongly invalidated. The effects of theft and invalidated patents are the same: innovators lose claim to their inventions and are less incentivized to develop new ones. America’s technological edge over the rest of the world is at stake. The 116th Congress has an opportunity to fix this. Patents allow creators to use their innovations to drive advancements that promote economic growth. They are a national treasure. As director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office Andrei Iancu explains, “With American patents, humans have made light. Have begun to fly for the first time. Have treated countless diseases. And have enabled communications around the globe instantaneously with tiny devices in our pockets.” Think about your smartphone. How many innovations were needed to create these mini computers, faster than those of the Apollo missions, that fit in our pocket? A strong patent system ensures that innovators can reap the rewards of their ideas, incentivizing them to work harder and dream bigger. As an inventor myself, I can attest to the drive patent protection brings. Republicans and Democrats often disagree, but most believe the creativity enabled by free markets is an advantage economies like ours have over statist competitors like China. Defending our intellectual property against theft and modernizing our patent system for the 21st century must be top priorities for the United States to compete and win. This pressing issue creates unlikely political alliances. Take President Trump and Congressman Jerry Nadler. Mr. Nadler, a Democrat, will be the next chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, overseeing many of the investigations related to the administration and the 2016 campaign. Ideologically, he and Mr. Trump are enemies. They may not know it, however, but on the issue of intellectual property and patent protection, Mr. Trump and Mr. Nadler appear to be more alike than expected. Mr. Trump prioritizes combating China’s intellectual property theft, and Mr. Nadler defends strong patent systems. Indeed, their views are virtually coextensive. Without a strong patent system, the United States cannot combat China’s intellectual property theft; and without combatting China’s intellectual property theft, we inherently weaken the U.S. patent system. “The United States leads the world in innovation and creativity, which are key drivers of economic growth,” Mr. Nadler explains. “But creators cannot safeguard their inventions from infringement, exploit them for profit, or avoid unnecessary litigation, without a strong patent system to protect them.” Mr. Nadler’s counterpart in the Senate will be Republican Sen. Lindsey Graham. Mr. Graham has a history of forging bipartisan compromises and is one of President Trump’s top allies. He too has spoken out in defense of America’s IP rights, calling out China for engaging in “unfair trade practices including forced transfer of technology and intellectual property.” Bipartisanship works when both sides of the aisle claim a win, and IP reform achieves that goal. It is why in recent months we’ve seen bipartisan proposals emerge, such as the “Restoring America’s Leadership in Innovation Act of 2018” and the “STRONGER Patents Act” — bills that would strengthen patent rights to protect our innovators. Kentucky’s Libertarian-leaning Republican Rep. Thomas Massie introduced the first bill and was joined by Ohio Democratic Rep. Marcy Kaptur — two members usually not aligned on much. The STRONGER Patents Act brings together conservatives such as Rep. Steve Stivers and Sen. Tom Cotton with some of Congress’ most liberal Democrats, including Sens. Chris Coons, Dick Durbin and Mazie Hirono, and Rep. Bill Foster. The American people are clamoring for leaders from both sides of the aisle to find common ground, and with a foundation of trust already emerging, IP and patent reform represents perhaps the best chance for major bipartisan cooperation.
L/T – AI Popular
Licensing has bipartisan support. Congress thinks that AI should have to pay for the data they use. 
Kate Knibbs 24. "Congress Wants Tech Companies to Pay Up for AI Training Data". WIRED. 1-10-2024. https://www.wired.com/story/congress-senate-tech-companies-pay-ai-training-data/
DO AI COMPANIES need to pay for the training data that powers their generative AI systems? The question is hotly contested in Silicon Valley and in a wave of lawsuits levied against tech behemoths like Meta, Google, and OpenAI. In Washington, DC, though, there seems to be a growing consensus that the tech giants need to cough up.
Today, at a Senate hearing on AI’s impact on journalism, lawmakers from both sides of the aisle agreed that OpenAI and others should pay media outlets for using their work in AI projects. “It’s not only morally right,” said Richard Blumenthal, the Democrat who chairs the Judiciary Subcommittee on Privacy, Technology, and the Law that held the hearing. “It’s legally required.”
Josh Hawley, a Republican working with Blumenthal on AI legislation, agreed. “It shouldn’t be that just because the biggest companies in the world want to gobble up your data, they should be able to do it,” he said.
Media industry leaders at the hearing today described how AI companies were imperiling their industry by using their work without compensation. Curtis LeGeyt, CEO of the National Association of Broadcasters, Danielle Coffey, CEO of the News Media Alliance, and Roger Lynch, CEO of Condé Nast, all spoke in favor of licensing. (WIRED is owned by Condé Nast.)
Coffey claimed that AI companies “eviscerate the quality content they feed upon,” and Lynch characterized training data scraped without permission as “stolen goods.” Coffey and Lynch also both said that they believe AI companies are infringing on copyright under current law. Lynch urged lawmakers to clarify that using journalistic content without first brokering licensing agreements is not protected by fair use, a legal doctrine that permits copyright violations under certain conditions.
Common Ground
Senate hearings can be adversarial, but the mood today was largely congenial. The lawmakers and media industry insiders often applauded each others’ statements. “If Congress could clarify that the use of our content, or other publisher content, for the training and output of AI models is not fair use, then the free market will take care of the rest,” Lynch said at one point. “That seems eminently reasonable to me,” Hawley replied.
Journalism professor Jeff Jarvis was the hearing’s only discordant voice. He asserted that training on data obtained without payment is, indeed, fair use, and spoke against compulsory licensing, arguing that it would damage the information ecosystem rather than safeguard it. “I must say that I am offended to see publishers lobby for protectionist legislation, trading on the political capital earned through journalism,” he said, jabbing at his fellow speakers. (Jarvis was also subject to the hearing’s only real contentious line of questioning, from Republican Marsha Blackburn, who needled Jarvis about whether AI is biased against conservatives and recited an AI-generated poem praising President Biden as evidence.)
Outside of the committee room, there is less agreement that mandatory licensing is necessary. OpenAI and other AI companies have argued that it’s not viable to license all training data, and some independent AI experts agree.
“What would that even look like?” asks Sarah Kreps, who directs the Tech Policy Institute at Cornell University. “Requiring licensing data will be impractical, favor the big firms like OpenAI and Microsoft that have the resources to pay for these licenses, and create enormous costs for startup AI firms that could diversify the marketplace and guard against hegemonic domination and potential antitrust behavior of the big firms.”
Even within circles that favor some form of licensing for AI training data, there’s some dissent about whether it should be legally compulsory rather than simply encouraged as an industry norm. “As a high-quality and up-to-date source of information, news media is a valuable source of data for AI companies. My opinion is that they should pay to license it and that it is in their interest to do so,” Northwestern computational journalism professor Nick Diakopoulos says. “But I do not think a mandatory licensing regime is tenable.”
It remains to be seen exactly how lawmakers plan to fulfill requests, like Lynch’s, to clarify existing copyright law. But there are already several attempts to pass legislation that would create guardrails around data licensing, including the Journalism and Competition Preservation Act, a bill authorizing news outlets to collectively negotiate licensing arrangements, and Blumenthal and Hawley’s Bipartisan Framework on AI Legislation, which calls for a licensing regime overseen by an independent body.
As today’s hearing made clear, though, Congress is already highly critical of AI’s potential to amplify the power of the tech industry and its potentially deleterious impacts on journalism. The way Blumenthal described Big Tech’s impact on the local media ecosystem captured this pugilistic tone: “It is literally eating away at the lifeblood of our democracy.”
There’s a united front to support AI regulations, specifically concerning copyright infrignment.
Ellen Glover 24. "Will This Election Year Be a Turning Point for AI Regulation?". Built In. 2-29-2024. https://builtin.com/articles/ai-regulation-election
Calls for AI Regulation Are Increasing
Thanks to the popularity of artificial intelligence tools like ChatGPT, both the promise and perils of generative AI are front and center, sparking widespread concerns around discrimination, copyright infringement and misinformation (particularly as it relates to elections). 
Consequently, demand for AI regulation in the United States has never been higher. In 2023, more than 450 organizations — many of them top players like OpenAI and Anthropic — spent resources lobbying for artificial intelligence issues. This marks a 185 percent increase from 2022, according to federal lobbying disclosures analyzed by nonprofit organization OpenSecrets. And a recent poll conducted by the AI Policy Institute found that the majority of voters prefer candidates who support regulating AI.
Amid this pressure, lawmakers have introduced a “tsunami” of new legislation, said Dominique Shelton Leipzig, an AI governance expert and author. Dozens of bills were proposed in 2023 and new ones are being created “on the daily,” Leipzig told Built In, addressing everything from the use of AI in nuclear launch decisions to the watermarking of AI-generated content. 
And these bills are coming from both Republicans and Democrats, which makes artificial intelligence a rare unifying issue for an otherwise deeply divided Congress.
“There’s a united front here,” Leipzig said. “I’ve seen collective bipartisan support for guardrails around AI.”

PC Fake
Political capital doesn’t solve OR deplete.
Paul Waldman 20, Communication PhD at the University of Pennsylvania, Politics Columnist at the Washington Post, Washington Post, 12/2/2020, “Joe Biden has to move fast,” https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2020/12/02/joe-biden-has-move-fast/
As David Roberts of Vox observes: In 2009, Obama and his aides made the mistake of thinking that their major initiatives had to be rolled out one at a time in sequence, because he had a finite store of “political capital” that had to be spent carefully. But political capital is not something that exists apart from any particular issue; it isn’t a special sauce that has to be poured on a policy in order to make it palatable.
And with the parties as polarized and unified as they are, political capital has become all but meaningless. There may have been a time when a popular president possessed so much capital that a senator from the opposition party would feel compelled to support him on part of that president’s agenda, but that time is long gone. There is no account Biden can draw on to turn Republican “no” votes into “yes.”
So setting up a series of high-profile policy battles may be the opposite of what Biden should do. The unfortunate fact is that he may not have the opportunity to do much in the way of big legislation on health care or climate change or anything else, and if he has only executive power to work with, it makes it all the more urgent to move quickly.
Which means getting staff in place immediately and then unleashing them. The Revolving Door Project argues that Biden should give as much authority as possible to the agencies to let them dismantle their particular corners of the Trump legacy on their own, because the task “simply will not happen if approached sequentially or micromanaged” by a White House staff with limited bandwidth.
That means moving on every policy area all at once. There’s nothing to be gained by putting off any part of Biden’s agenda. Whatever he can do given the limits of his power, he should do as soon as possible, in a flood of policymaking.
Even if Democrats win both Georgia races and control the Senate, Biden should acknowledge that he likely has two years until the 2022 midterm elections to pass whatever legislation he can. Not only will Democrats probably lose one or both houses in the inevitable backlash (as happens to most presidents in their first midterm), the only possible chance at forestalling that result is to get results, as many as possible, that he can show the voters.
Republicans will complain that Biden is being partisan, uncompromising, taking a “my way or the highway” approach. It will be a strategy to convince everyone of the lie that Biden and Democrats might be able to find some way of winning them over, when in fact they’ll be implementing a strategy of total opposition.
If Biden follows them on that fruitless quest, he’ll be running in circles while crucial time passes and nothing gets done. The only option for him is to decide not to care about Republican whining and do what he got elected to do with all haste. The alternative is failure.
Polarization renders political capital useless. 
Ryan Teligator 21, B.A. in Political Science and Government from Bowdoin University, 5/20/21, "When is Change Possible? Presidential Power as Shaped by Political Context, Constitutional Tools, and Legislative Skills," https://digitalcommons.bowdoin.edu/honorsprojects/258/
My research does not support Greenstein’s theory. Instead, my findings align more closely with those of George Edwards in At the Margins, where he argues that the “national preoccupation with the chief executive is misplaced,” and that presidential power is, in fact, limited in the Constitution’s “purposefully inefficient system in which the founding fathers’ handiwork in decentralizing power defeats even the most capable leaders.”50
Instead of focusing on legislative skills as a source of presidential influence, Edwards argues that party support and public support are more important. Legislative skills are only critical for “members of Congress who remain open to change after other influences have had their impact.”51 In a time as polarized as today, where very few members of Congress are “open to chang[ing]” their vote, these skills play a minor role in legislative negotiations. Similar assertions are made in another book by Edwards, Predicting the Presidency. He argues that exploiting existing opportunities (consolidating existing party and public support) is much more important for presidential success than creating opportunities (convincing legislators to change their vote vis a vis legislative skills).52
Both Lyndon Johnson and Ronald Reagan are remembered for their exemplary political skills. The Johnson Treatment, a legislating strategy in which Johnson used his imposing 6’4”, 240-pound figure – literally physically and verbally bullying, cajoling, lobbying, and threatening – to get what he wanted out of people,53 remains infamous in presidential political literature. Similarly, Ronald Reagan, “The Great Communicator,” is still revered for his oratorial prestige. Although these legislative skills were useful in passing the pieces of legislation outlined in the case studies – Johnson gaining support from southern Democrats on the EOA and Reagan compellingly speaking in favor of the ERTA – they proved impotent in political contexts not conducive to change. After Vietnam for Johnson and after the passage of the ERTA for Reagan (in conjunction with the recession in 1982), the presidents’ policy windows closed. Their renowned legislative skills could not overcome an inopportune political context.
The case studies thus demonstrate the value of skills at the margins, but also exemplify their unsubstantial influence as the major factor driving policy. Again, the research suggests that political context is the most important factor in legislative change.
5.4 Applying Lessons to the Present: Predicting Biden’s Success
With an understanding that the political context largely drives a president’s potential for change, with skills helping on the margins, it is important to assess the 2021 political climate in order make an informed prediction about Biden’s prospects. 
The COVID-19 pandemic opened a significant policy window for Biden. With a U.S. death toll nearing 580,000, massive unemployment, and a severe economic contraction, the pandemic was an all-encompassing problem that the entire country wanted addressed. Thus, the three streams of problem, policy, and politics converged to open the opportunity for the Biden administration to pass the American Rescue Plan. The Rescue Plan was signed into law in March and has received bipartisan support from the American public.54
President Biden claimed a mandate from his election, arguing that “millions of Americans” “voted for [his] vision,” giving “a clear victory” and tasking him to make his “vision real.”55 However, based on the extreme polarization in D.C., it is unlikely to become a quantifiable mandate that changes Congressional voting behavior.56 Polarization has made it impossible to win cross-party support, or, in Edwardsian terms, create new opportunities. There is deep political antagonism between parties, and even within parties,57 making any sort of bipartisanship near impossible.
Biden Fails
Biden has zero PC. 
James Politi 22, Washington Bureau Chief; Financial Times, 6/23/2022, “Biden’s blues: is the US president out of political capital?” https://www.ft.com/content/3ed8d073-531e-480b-8ce7-44c848c03cfa *edited for language
But it also reflected a more disturbing reality for the 79-year-old president: in the space of just 17 months, he has already burnt a lot of the political capital he had when he walked into the Oval Office in January last year.
According to the Realclearpolitics.com polling average, just 39.6 per cent of voters approve of Biden’s performance in the White House so far, compared with 54.9 per cent who disapprove — a wide gap of 15 percentage points that will be hard to close.
On its own, Biden’s ratings slump could bring a midterm loss big enough to [devastate] cripple his legislative agenda for the rest of his first term in office. But it will also raise doubts about his viability as a candidate for re-election in 2024. He says he intends to run for a second term, health permitting.
Things could still get worse. Biden is facing not just political polarisation and rising prices but the risk of a recession that could hit around the time that his re-election campaign begins. Having initially moved cautiously to tackle inflation, Federal Reserve chair Jay Powell is now being more aggressive in pushing for higher rates, and said on Wednesday that a downturn was “certainly a possibility”.
Although Biden has backed the central banker, a sharply slowing economy may inflict a new blow to his own political prospects and those of fellow Democrats. All things considered, Biden is facing the worst possible environment for an incumbent in need of a bounce back.

Winners Win
Winners-win.
Paul Kane 21, Senior Congressional Correspondent and Columnist; Washington Post, 7/24/2021, “Day-to-day, Biden’s Agenda Looks Rocky. But Congressional Democrats Say Things Are Far Rosier If You Take the Long View,” https://www.washingtonpost.com/powerpost/biden-agenda-democrats-congress/2021/07/24/83b776be-ebc0-11eb-ba5d-55d3b5ffcaf1_story.html
There is, so far at least, little fear that Democrats are spreading themselves too thin by eschewing the traditional practice of focusing on a handful of domestic policy issues in the first two years of an administration.
“Political momentum and political capital is like a muscle. The more you exercise it, the more of it you have. It is not like a finite resource that you can run out of if you spend too much of it. What happens is that if we do a lot of positive things, then we’ve got more political clout to do even more positive things,” Sen. Brian Schatz (D-Hawaii) said.
It replenishes.
Jamelle Bouie 21, columnist for The New York Times, formerly chief political correspondent for Slate magazine, 2/5/21, "What is "political capital" anyway?" New York Times, ProQuest
In this telling, “political capital” is finite. When you spend it, you lose it, and if you spend it on the wrong things, you can’t get it back. But that doesn’t make any sense.
Actual “capital” isn’t spent; it is invested. The point is to get a return on that investment by directing capital to some productive use. The point of capital, in other words, is to produce more capital.
If we’re going to use the metaphor of “capital” in politics, then we should move away from thinking of it as a finite resource to spend as carefully as possible. Instead, we should think of political capital as all of the resources you have to make productive investments for your political party.
If those resources are slight, then you’ll want to invest carefully. But if you’re entering office with the wind at your back, with a popular mandate and a legislative majority, then you should invest as much as possible, in everything that might be promising. And if those investments pay off — if your policies work and are popular — then you’ll move forward with even more capital than you had.


Climate
Provisions Fail
Farm bill won’t solve climate change. 
Lisa Held 23. "Is a Climate-Smart 2023 Farm Bill Even Possible?". Civil Eats. 4-26-2023. https://civileats.com/2023/04/26/climate-smart-farm-bill-heat-flooding-resilience-policy-conservation/
Although it seems like everyone in D.C. is buzzing about a “climate farm bill,” some of the most impactful changes, including crop diversification and shifting diets from meat toward plants, are barely on the negotiating table.
For the past decade, Emma Jagoz has been stewarding and expanding a thriving organic farm that now spans 25 acres near Frederick, Maryland. At Moon Valley Farm, she grows a wide variety of vegetables that end up in CSA boxes and restaurant kitchens in Maryland, Washington, D.C., and Virginia year-round.
Increasingly, she has had to contend with extreme weather: early frosts threaten her fall crops. False springs have caused her winter crops to bolt too soon. Rain comes all at once and then not at all.
“Over the past 12 years, it does feel like the seasons are getting less predictable,” she said in early March at the Farmers for Climate Action: Rally for Resilience in D.C., where she held a hand-drawn sign decorated with beets and tomatoes.
As an organic grower focused on building healthy, carbon-holding soil, Jagoz’s climate activism may seem predictable. But the already-devastating impacts of more frequent extreme weather on farms, combined with calls for agriculture to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions, have now pushed farmers and farm groups across the political spectrum into the climate change conversation.
On a few key issues, such as paying more farmers to use climate-friendly conservation practices, farm groups that don’t always agree—including the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition (NSAC), the National Farmers’ Union, and the American Farm Bureau Federation, a leading member of the Food and Agriculture Climate Alliance—are now in accordance.
Can an unwieldy government bill, shaped by a bureaucratic system heavily influenced by the powerful agriculture lobby, really shift the food system toward a lower-emission, climate-resilient future?
It’s no wonder: In the last round of reports published by the United Nations’ Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world’s top climate experts warned of “a rapidly closing window of opportunity to secure a livable and sustainable future for all.” The reports confirmed what many farmers are experiencing firsthand: Droughts, floods, and wildfires are destroying crops and threatening livelihoods and food supplies in more frequent and severe ways than ever before. Increasing temperatures are also causing heat and water stress that directly impacts the productivity of both crops and livestock.
“If we don’t reduce our greenhouse gas emissions, the severity of those impacts will be greater with each subsequent year,” explained Rachel Bezner Kerr, the lead author of the food and agriculture chapter in the IPCC’s impacts and adaptation report. At the same time, agriculture’s emissions have been rising, especially when it comes to the extra-potent but shorter-lived greenhouse gas methane.
So, as negotiations around the 2023 Farm Bill, the country’s most important piece of food and farm legislation, heat up, the question is: will it play a meaningful role in addressing and responding to the climate crisis?
Furthermore, can an unwieldy government bill, shaped by a bureaucratic system heavily influenced by the powerful agriculture lobby, really shift the food system toward a lower-emission, climate-resilient future?
“I would try as quickly as possible to shift subsidies and programs that encourage large-scale monocropping and high-input intensive farming to those that support a system that is more diversified and uses agroecological strategies for production,” said Kerr, when asked about how a climate scientist might rewrite the bill. “That would require a big shift in where the money goes.”
So far, however, the odds that the bill will bring about that kind of sea change seem slim. Based on the early negotiations and conversations, it looks like it won’t move the needle on many of the things that would have the greatest impact: reducing meat (especially beef) in American diets, diversifying farms from coast to coast, and cutting food waste.

Climate provisions fail.
Max Graham 23, reporter, citing Cathy Day, climate policy coordinator at the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition; and Cristel Zoebisch, deputy director of policy at Carbon180, 3/30/2023, “The next farm bill could be a historic climate law – if Congress can agree on it,” https://grist.org/agriculture/farm-bill-historic-climate-law-split-congress/
Still, that money will do little more than make up for cuts — including those to the Conservation Stewardship Program — in the past two farm bills, according to Day. Groups like the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition and even the more conventional American Farm Bureau Federation want to see Congress spend more on the conservation programs and target emissions. In recent years, those programs have shied away from funding “climate-smart” agriculture, according to an Environmental Working Group analysis published last year. Currently, half of the farm bill-authorized funds for the Environmental Quality Incentives Program, which shares costs for conservation-minded farm projects, goes to farmers’ livestock needs. That includes bankrolling methane digesters — systems usually made up of sealed tanks or ponds — that some farms use to convert methane from manure into fuel, called biogas, and fertilizer. 
“On the surface, that absolutely reduces the magnitude of greenhouse gas emissions,” Day said. “However, those methane digesters also support an existing agricultural system that is built around high fossil-fuel use.” Digesters are often, though not always, used at Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, sometimes called CAFOs, industrial livestock pens that are a major source of methane emissions. Rather than propping those facilities up, Day said the farm bill should subsidize practices like perennial grazing and agroforestry, which involves diversifying farmland with trees and shrubs that limit soil erosion, create wildlife habitat, and store carbon. Day said she’s not sure yet if such proposals will see bipartisan support but that incentive-based policies stand a better chance than mandates. 
Even if the farm bill boosts “climate-smart” farming by the billions, that alone won’t solve a major problem: Most growers don’t have the tools to know how much carbon they’re storing in their soil, said Cristel Zoebisch, deputy director of policy at Carbon180, a nonprofit focused on carbon removal and storage. “We need to be fairly certain that the amount of CO2 we’re saying we’re offsetting is actually being sequestered in agricultural lands,” Zoebisch said. “We don’t really have a good sense of what the baseline, what the starting point of soil carbon stocks looks like across the country today.” 
No Climate Impact
No climate impact.
Ha Tran Nguyen Phuong 20, Computer Science Teaching Assistant, Co-lead at Minerva Schools, Asian Youth Climate Network, 2020, “The Wreck of The Global Warming Narrative,” https://medium.datadriveninvestor.com/will-climate-change-cause-humans-to-go-extinct-341035698193
Why Climate change is (probably) not a existential risk
Firstly, Toby Ord still acknowledges there is a 1 in 1000 chances of climate change being an existential risks, so the odds are not 0. But it is low enough to be negligible.
While Ord did not go indepth in his analysis, in this highly detailed document, researcher John Halstead discusses all the potential ways that a climate change can be an existential risk, and estimate the likelihood of it happening. Using the Equilibrium climate sensitivity and Earth system sensitivity measure, he examines key tipping points, such as the permafrost carbon release and clathrate methane release, effect of mass extinction, ocean acidification, heat stress, water stress, crop reduction and sea level rise.
In all scenarios related to climate system feedback loops and tipping points, especially the ones that are irreversible for millennia, the increase in temperature is actually negligible compared to human sources (for instance, permafrost would cause only an increase in 0.42 degrees Celsius by 2300 at the current rate) or unlikely to happen based on our knowledge of what happens in previous climate eras (eg. although Methane Clathrate could release 50 Gigaton of carbon and cause a 1.75 degree Celsius increase, it would probably take centuries to millennia, during which humans could have enough time to adapt and mitigate the effect).
Climate doesn’t cause extinction.
Dr. Amber Kerr et al. 19, Energy and Resources PhD at the University of California-Berkeley, known agroecologist, former coordinator of the USDA California Climate Hub; Dr. Daniel Swain, Climate Science PhD at UCLA, climate scientist, a research fellow at the National Center for Atmospheric Research; Dr. Andrew King, Earth Sciences PhD, Climate Extremes Research Fellow at the University of Melbourne; Dr. Peter Kalmus, Physics PhD at the University of Colombia, climate scientist at NASA’s Jet Propulsion Lab; Professor Richard Betts, Chair in Climate Impacts at the University of Exeter, a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in Working Group 1; Dr. William Huiskamp, Paleoclimatology PhD at the Climate Change Research Center, climate scientist at the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research; 6/4/2019, “Claim that human civilization could end in 30 years is speculative, not supported with evidence,” https://climatefeedback.org/evaluation/iflscience-story-on-speculative-report-provides-little-scientific-context-james-felton/
There is no scientific basis to suggest that climate breakdown will “annihilate intelligent life” (by which I assume the report authors mean human extinction) by 2050.
However, climate breakdown does pose a grave threat to civilization as we know it, and the potential for mass suffering on a scale perhaps never before encountered by humankind. This should be enough reason for action without any need for exaggeration or misrepresentation!
A “Hothouse Earth” scenario plays out that sees Earth’s temperatures doomed to rise by a further 1°C (1.8°F) even if we stopped emissions immediately.
Peter Kalmus, Data Scientist, Jet Propulsion Laboratory:
This word choice perhaps reveals a bias on the part of the author of the article. A temperature can’t be doomed. And while I certainly do not encourage false optimism, assuming that humanity is doomed is lazy and counterproductive.
Fifty-five percent of the global population are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions beyond that which humans can survive
Richard Betts, Professor, Met Office Hadley Centre & University of Exeter:
This is clearly from Mora et al (2017) although the report does not include a citation of the paper as the source of that statement. The way it is written here (and in the report) is misleading because it gives the impression that everyone dies in those conditions. That is not actually how Mora et al define “deadly heat”---they merely looked for heatwaves when somebody died (not everybody) and then used that as the definition of a “deadly” heatwave.
North America suffers extreme weather events including wildfires, drought, and heatwaves. Monsoons in China fail, the great rivers of Asia virtually dry up, and rainfall in central America falls by half.
Andrew King, Research fellow, University of Melbourne:
Projections of extreme events such as these are very difficult to make and vary greatly between different climate models.
Deadly heat conditions across West Africa persist for over 100 days a year
Peter Kalmus, Data Scientist, Jet Propulsion Laboratory:
The deadly heat projections (this, and the one from the previous paragraph) come from Mora et al (2017)1.
It should be clarified that “deadly heat” here means heat and humidity beyond a two-dimension threshold where at least one person in the region subject to that heat and humidity dies (i.e., not everyone instantly dies). That said, in my opinion, the projections in Mora et al are conservative and the methods of Mora et al are sound. I did not check the claims in this report against Mora et al but I have no reason to think they are in error.
1- Mora et al (2017) Global risk of deadly heat, Nature Climate Change
The knock-on consequences affect national security, as the scale of the challenges involved, such as pandemic disease outbreaks, are overwhelming. Armed conflicts over resources may become a reality, and have the potential to escalate into nuclear war. In the worst case scenario, a scale of destruction the authors say is beyond their capacity to model, there is a ‘high likelihood of human civilization coming to an end’.
Willem Huiskamp, Postdoctoral research fellow, Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research:
This is a highly questionable conclusion. The reference provided in the report is for the “Global Catastrophic Risks 2018” report from the “Global Challenges Foundation” and not peer-reviewed literature. (It is worth noting that this latter report also provides no peer-reviewed evidence to support this claim).
Furthermore, if it is apparently beyond our capability to model these impacts, how can they assign a ‘high likelihood’ to this outcome?
While it is true that warming of this magnitude would be catastrophic, making claims such as this without evidence serves only to undermine the trust the public will have in the science.
Daniel Swain, Researcher, UCLA, and Research Fellow, National Center for Atmospheric Research:
It seems that the eye-catching headline-level claims in the report stem almost entirely from these knock-on effects, which the authors themselves admit are “beyond their capacity to model.” Thus, from a scientific perspective, the purported “high likelihood of civilization coming to an end by 2050” is essentially personal speculation on the part of the report’s authors, rather than a clear conclusion drawn from rigorous assessment of the available evidence.
No Biod Impact
No biodiversity impact.
Dr. Brian Leung et al. 20. Associate Professor, Biology, McGill University; Dr. Anna L. Hargreaves, Associate Professor, Biology, McGill University; Dr. Dan A. Greenberg, Postdoctoral Researcher, Scripps Institution of Oceanography. Research Associate, Simon Fraser University; Dr. Brian McGill, Professor, Ecological Modeling, University of Maine; Dr. Maria Dornelas, Professor, Biology, St. Andrew's University. Fellow, Royal Society of Edinburgh; Dr. Robin Freeman, Head, Indicators & Assessments Unit, Zoological Society of London, "Clustered Versus Catastrophic Global Vertebrate Declines," Matters Arising, No. 588, 11/18/2020, Nature.
Estimates of global biodiversity trends vary depending on their data and mathematical model. The most apocalyptic models gather extensive press coverage, even when based on controversial data (for example, ‘biological annihilation’5, which described trend estimates based largely on expert opinion; or ‘insect Armageddon’, which is based on data disputed by the original collectors6). However, even analyses of the best available data reach conflicting conclusions. An analysis of a global dataset of abundance time series of vertebrates estimated that, on average, vertebrate populations have declined by more than 50% since 1970 (Living Planet Index2 (LPI)); however, other global analyses found that the mean population size7,8 and species richness9,10 have remained stable over similar timeframes. Explanations for the discrepancies have been proposed8,11,12,13, but not resolved.
One crucial consideration is that summary indices may be easily misinterpreted. Calculating the geometric mean across populations is the most common and straightforward approach, but is strongly influenced by extremes. To illustrate, imagine an ecosystem in which one population declined by 99%. Even if a second population increased 50-fold or 393 populations increased by 1% (that is, a large net increase), a geometric mean would show a catastrophic 50% decline. Thus, a geometric mean decline of 50% could arise from substantial, widespread loss that is occurring across many populations (we term this the ‘catastrophic declines’ hypothesis) or from a few extremely declining populations (we term this the ‘clustered declines’ hypothesis). Both scenarios involve important conservation issues, but suggest vastly different underlying problems and require different mitigation strategies14, thus distinguishing between them is of real-world importance.
We derive a Bayesian hierarchical mixture (BHM) model to distinguish between the catastrophic and clustered declines hypotheses. The model statistically separates population trends into extreme declines, typical trends and extreme increases (Fig. 1), while accounting for time-series size, within-population fluctuations, number of populations and among-population variance. We test declines in abundance for more than 14,000 vertebrate populations (from the LPI)15. We chose LPI data because of its large scope, because the data and analytical details were publicly available, and because previous analyses of these data suggested widespread, global declines2.
[Figure omitted]
We first examined whether the previous estimate2 of a mean decline of more than 50% was sensitive to extreme populations: robust declines would support the catastrophic declines hypothesis, whereas high sensitivity to a few populations would support the clustered declines hypothesis (Fig. 1). We then applied our BHM model to assess the evidence for catastrophic or clustered declines globally and by region and taxonomy. Finally, we explore two additional conservation issues. First, we test whether declines occur disproportionately in larger animals (large animals tend to have lower reproductive rates), which might release small animals from predation16. Second, previous analyses often excluded time series with few data points10,12,17, but small time series make up most of the available data. We test the effects of their exclusion18.
Sensitivity of geometric mean to extreme populations
The geometric mean index that underlies the LPI analysis was highly sensitive to extreme populations. Excluding only the 2.4% most-strongly declining populations (354 out of 14,700 populations) reversed the estimate of global vertebrate trends from a loss of more than 50% to a slightly positive growth (Fig. 2). Similarly, excluding 2.4% of the most-strongly increasing populations strengthened the mean decline to 71%. High sensitivity suggests that extreme populations are disproportionately affecting global trend estimates, such that clusters of extreme population decline should be considered explicitly.
[Figure omitted]
Evidence for clustered declines
Among the 57 domain–realm–taxon systems of the LPI, 16 systems contained clusters of extreme decline and 8 contained clusters of extreme growth (of those, 3 systems are repeated, as they had both clusters of extreme decline and growth) (Fig. 3 and Supplementary Table 2). Together, clusters of extreme decline accounted for only 1% of populations across systems (2% of populations in the 16 systems in which they occurred). The mean population trend for extremely declining clusters across the 16 systems was θ2 = −3.94, or approximately 98% loss per year, and deviated substantially from the mean trend of the primary cluster in those systems. Clusters of extreme growth accounted for 0.4% of populations across systems (2.4% in the 8 systems in which they occurred), with θ2 = 3.51, that is, an explosive 33× growth per year (Fig. 3 and Supplementary Table 2).
[Figure omitted]
Extreme clusters showed some taxonomic and geographic patterns. The largest cluster of extreme declines was in Arctic marine mammals, accounting for 7.6% of populations in that system. However, mammalian systems generally had the fewest clusters of extreme decline (19% of 16 systems), followed by reptile–amphibian systems (21% of 14 systems), whereas bird and fish systems had more clusters of extreme declines (31% of 16 and 45% of 11 systems, respectively) (Fig. 3). Clusters of extreme decline occurred throughout the world, half of which occurred in marine realms, whereas extreme increases occurred more in temperate regions or terrestrial realms (Fig. 3).
Extreme population trends occurred predominantly in small time series. Excluding time series with fewer than 10 points not only removed all but two extreme clusters, but also removed 52% of the data (Supplementary Table 3). The higher frequency of extreme trends among small time series was also apparent in the raw data (Fig. 4). Thus the decision of whether to include small time series will have large effects on the resulting estimates of global trends.
[Figure omitted]
Body size was related to population trends. Larger species had three times more extreme declines than increases (15 compared with 5 clusters of extreme declines compared with extreme increases). Comparatively, smaller species had half as many (8) extremely declining and disproportionately more (7) extremely increasing clusters (Supplementary Table 4). Although size-specific models included fewer populations, especially for smaller species, the number of clusters was not uniformly lower (as might be expected given a reduction in power); therefore, the differential occurrence of extremely declining versus increasing clusters suggests that large animals are more vulnerable to extreme declines.
Evidence for catastrophic declines
In contrast to the extreme clusters, the primary clusters accounted for the vast majority (98.6%) of populations across the 57 LPI systems. The overall growth rate of primary clusters was close to zero: θ1 = −0.00035, corresponding to around 1.7% loss over 50 years, given a constant rate across populations and time (Fig. 5). In addition, in contrast to extreme clusters, primary cluster trends were robust to time-series size, as excluding series with fewer than 10 data points yielded a similar overall global trend (θ1 = 0.0043) (Extended Data Fig. 3).
[Figure omitted]
Although the global BHM model reveals considerably more nuance than a geometric mean index, analysing across systems still masked important patterns. When systems were analysed separately (Supplementary Table 2), primary population clusters were strongly declining (θ1 < −0.015) with high certainty (95% credible intervals not overlapping zero) in three systems, all of which occurred in the Indo-Pacific realm (freshwater mammals, freshwater birds and terrestrial birds) (Fig. 3). This suggests that this region has the highest risk of system-wide declines and should be a conservation priority. By contrast, the primary cluster was increasing with high certainty in seven systems, six of which were in temperate regions. In addition, seven additional systems had strongly declining primary population clusters but with less certainty (95% credible intervals overlapped zero), four of which were amphibian or reptile groups. Finally, 14 systems showed strong but low-certainty increases, with no obvious taxonomic nor geographic patterns (Fig. 3).
Each primary cluster also contained variation among populations. In the 10 systems with significant or non-significant mean declines where θ1 < −0.015, 87% of the individual populations showed strong declines (Fig. 5). These 10 systems accounted for around 20% of the total global vertebrate populations, but for around 61% of strong declines. The multimodality observed in Fig. 5 was an outcome of aggregating unimodal primary clusters across systems, and suggests that there are heterogeneous stressor levels among systems (that is, similar principles to those that cause extreme clusters within systems). The remaining approximately 11% of strongly declining populations were distributed across 47 out of 57 systems; it is unclear whether they represent a deviation from the natural dynamics that are expected to occur in any naturally variable system.
Primary cluster trends were related to body size, but not as predicted. In comparison to the overall patterns for larger animals, the same systems showed significant declines and increases, but two additional temperate systems showed significant increases (Extended Data Fig. 4 and Supplementary Table 4). Smaller species also appeared to decline more than larger species; there were 27 systems in which smaller species had more-negative growth rates than larger species, compared with 18 systems in which the reverse was true. However, analyses of the smaller species were based on substantially fewer populations, and trends were generally not significant (Supplementary Table 4), so patterns remain tentative.
Discussion
By re-analysing a comprehensive dataset of global wildlife population trends, we show that previously estimated global declines are driven by a few extremely declining populations. Removing only 2.4% of declining populations reversed the estimated global trends from more than 50% mean decline since 1970 to a slightly positive growth. Our BHM model revealed that clusters of extreme decline are widespread and occur disproportionately in larger species, and that a few clusters of extreme increase also exist and occur disproportionately in smaller species. This is consistent with previous arguments of ‘trophic downgrading’16.
Clusters of extreme declines were largely due to small time-series datasets. However, neither random sampling error nor ‘saw tooth’ population dynamics (in which ultimately stable populations experience sudden declines followed by gradual increases) can fully explain this association (see Supplementary Information for a full discussion). Additional explanations are needed. Extreme trends could reflect transient populations that naturally leave or enter a survey area19, which could represent natural dynamics. Alternatively, researchers may stop sampling after populations become (close to) extirpated, although the converse has also been suggested20. A third possibility is that some regions experience both lower sampling effort and greater declines, such that poorly sampled datasets correlate with factors linked to vulnerability, such as lower national wealth or conservation investment. Understanding why small time series contain so many extreme declines is particularly important given that studies that did not find widespread declines often excluded short time series7,10,12, potentially reconciling divergent findings among studies.
Once extreme clusters were statistically separated, no global trend remained across typical populations (that is, primary clusters; 98.6% of populations). However, aggregating systems into one global trend hid important variation. Three systems, all of which occurred in the Indo-Pacific realm, showed widespread vertebrate declines across typical populations. Moreover, among typical populations smaller species may be faring worse than larger ones. Although these results were tentative given lower sample sizes and high uncertainty, this trend is contrary to common conservation assumptions and so merits additional research.
Our results emphasize an important point: biodiversity trends within and across regions and taxa are highly disparate. This probably reflects differences in both susceptibility and exposure to anthropogenic environmental change21,22,23. Unravelling this variation is imperative to understand in which regions biodiversity is threatened the most24 and which conservation actions promote stability or recovery. A productive global conversation about conservation requires that both scientists and media pay more attention to variation and resist the temptation of simple summary indices.
Shifting the message from ubiquitous catastrophe to foci of concern, also touches on human psychology. Continual negative and guilt-ridden messaging can cause despair, denial and inaction25,26. If everything is declining everywhere, despite the expansion of conservation measures in recent decades, it would be easy to lose hope. Our results identify not only regions that need urgent action to ameliorate widespread biodiversity declines, but also many systems that appear to be generally stable or improving, and thus provide a reason to hope that our actions can make a difference.


Food
Not Key
The Farm Bill’s unnecessary for food.
J.D. Tuccille 23, former managing editor of Reason; Reason, 3/29/2023, “This Year's Farm Bill Threatens to Be a Bigger Monster Than Ever,” https://reason.com/2023/03/29/this-years-farm-bill-threatens-to-be-a-bigger-monster-than-ever/
Monster Subsidies That Are Unnecessary, But Seemingly Unstoppable
Cato's Lincicome pointed out that Australia and New Zealand both largely eliminated agricultural supports years ago and remain major producers. Their farmers learned to adapt and innovate in response to the market.
"In the midst of a financial crisis in the mid-1980s, New Zealand decided to swallow a bitter pill and scrap all farm subsidies," The Times of London reported in 2017. "There were nationwide protests, more than 50 suicides as land values plummeted and interest rates soared for indebted farmers no longer eligible for cheap finance. Yet today the country's farm sector is thriving and much more diversified."
Farm bill can’t solve---tons of other issues facing American agriculture.
Joby Young 23.  Executive vice president at the American Farm Bureau Federation. "2022’s Top Ag Issues and A Look Ahead". American Farm Bureau Federation. 1-4-2023. https://www.fb.org/focus-on-agriculture/2022s-top-ag-issues-and-a-look-ahead
For many, 2022 was a year of change and transition. As we all thankfully watched the worst of the pandemic pass, new challenges arose, especially in farm country, as post-pandemic changes in consumer behavior, global supply chains, and monetary policy caused major shifts in the economy.
It was a year of transition for me personally, as I joined the American Farm Bureau as Executive Vice President. A priority for me once onboard was to get out and meet our members, so I traveled the country doing just that. I’m grateful to have been warmly welcomed into the Farm Bureau family and look forward to advocating for solutions in 2023.
While the last year will be remembered for issues such as sharply rising input costs, ag labor concerns, and overzealous regulatory proposals, many of these will carry into 2023 as well. On some, we’ll look to build on great progress in 2022, while in others we’ll be seeking solutions that were elusive last year.
Rising input costs
An issue at the forefront last year was the rising cost of everything. The high cost of fuel severely impacted farmers and ranchers, especially as they navigated the fall harvest season. The cost of fertilizer increased by more than 60% from 2021 to 2022. Thankfully, at our urging, the U.S. International Trade Commission rejected proposed tariffs on imports of a key fertilizer ingredient. Whether in fuel, fertilizer, or other supply costs—continued increases in 2023 are not sustainable. We will pursue every policy option possible to stabilize and lower supply costs.
Ag labor
The lack of farmworkers continues to be U.S. agriculture’s most frustrating challenge. With rising wage rates and record usage of the H-2A visa program, labor shortages must be addressed. We spent a great deal of time trying to negotiate a bipartisan solution. Unfortunately, negotiators were unable to reach agreement. We are right back at the table with a new Congress as we work to make the H-2A program accessible and affordable.
Trade
We are very concerned about Mexico’s push to phase out the importation of biotech corn and agriculture products. This import ban would hurt the people of Mexico as well as America’s farmers, who are dedicated to growing safe and affordable food for families on both sides of the border. We appreciate Secretary Vilsack for standing firm in support of American agriculture – fair trade with Mexico is a must. With the U.S. falling behind other ag exporting countries, agricultural trade leaders have their work cut out for them to catch up with meaningful trade agreements.
Water regulation and rights
In 2023, water is going to continue to be a big issue. The new Waters of the U.S. rule gives government sweeping control over private property and doubles down on the old, confusing significant nexus test. Then there is the issue of limited water supplies, particularly in the west. Farmers and ranchers want to conserve this resource, ensure its quality, and remain true partners in addressing water issues. We’ll keep advocating for policy solutions that recognize this in 2023.

No Food Impact
No food wars.
Jonas Vestby et al. 18, Doctoral Researcher at the Peace Research Institute Oslo; Ida Rudolfsen, doctoral researcher at the Department of Peace and Conflict Research at Uppsala University and PRIO; and Halvard Buhaug, Research Professor at the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Professor of Political Science at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU), and Associate Editor of the Journal of Peace Research and Political Geography, 5/18/2018, “Does hunger cause conflict?” https://blogs.prio.org/ClimateAndConflict/2018/05/does-hunger-cause-conflict/
It is perhaps surprising, then, that there is little scholarly merit in the notion that a short-term reduction in access to food increases the probability that conflict will break out. This is because to start or participate in violent conflict requires people to have both the means and the will. Most people on the brink of starvation are not in the position to resort to violence, whether against the government or other social groups. In fact, the urban middle classes tend to be the most likely to protest against rises in food prices, since they often have the best opportunities, the most energy, and the best skills to coordinate and participate in protests.
Accordingly, there is a widespread misapprehension that social unrest in periods of high food prices relates primarily to food shortages. In reality, the sources of discontent are considerably more complex---linked to political structures, land ownership, corruption, the desire for democratic reforms and general economic problems---where the price of food is seen in the context of general increases in the cost of living. Research has shown that while the international media have a tendency to seek simple resource-related explanations---such as drought or famine---for conflicts in the Global South, debates in the local media are permeated by more complex political relationships.

No war from food---global food security is resilient. 
David Frum 22. Staff writer at The Atlantic and the author of Trumpocalypse: Restoring American Democracy, former speechwriter for President George W. Bush. "The Food War". Atlantic. 3-8-2022. https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2022/03/rising-food-prices-ukraine-russia-war/626967/
Our world is much more resilient than it was even a generation ago, especially with regard to food. The food shock of 2022 is not a good-news story. The news is bad. But our “bad” is less bad than ever before.
Russia and Ukraine are massive growers of grain, especially wheat. Russia produces about 10 percent of the planet’s wheat; Ukraine about 4 percent. Some of that production is consumed at home, but after their domestic use, Russia and Ukraine together provide about one-quarter of all the planet’s wheat exports. They are important exporters of corn and barley as well, and of cooking oils, especially sunflower oil. Now the Russian invasion has closed the ports through which Ukraine’s wheat moved to world markets. Insurance costs have jumped for all shipping in the Black Sea. Spring crops will probably go unplanted in Ukraine; Russian crops face sanctions and embargo. Russia and its ally Belarus also are—or were—important exporters of the fertilizer that other food-raising countries use to grow their own crops.
The upheaval will touch every food consumer on Earth, even those living in food-secure countries such as the United States. Food prices are set in efficient global markets. All countries face similar prices, whether they are sellers into those markets or buyers from those markets. If the price goes up for anyone, it goes up for everyone.
Again: Sudden increases in global food prices are not good news. But also again: Some context is necessary. Four points of context, actually.
1. We live in an age of food abundance.
Maybe you retain some memory of old predictions about global famine? A best-selling book published in 1967 carries the lurid title Famine 1975! America’s Decision: Who Will Survive? Among other predictions, the authors identified India as the nation most inevitably doomed to mass starvation and economic collapse.
So … guess which country is the world’s second-largest producer of wheat in 2022, accounting for more than 13 percent of all output? That’s right, the former alleged basket case India. Since the 1960s, Indian wheat production has increased by nearly an order of magnitude, to almost 110 million metric tons last year. Indian wheat exports will probably exceed 7 million metric tons this year, up from the previous peak of 6.5 million in 2012–13.
India also exported nearly 18 million metric tons of rice in the 2020–21 marketing season, more than any other country. That’s impressive, but not as dazzling as the performance of Vietnam, which has vaulted from exporting basically nothing as recently as 1989 to second place among rice exporters in the 2020s. (The United States ranks fifth.)
2. Many food-importing countries can cope.
The world’s largest wheat importer is Egypt. I spoke with Mirette Mabrouk, the director of the Egypt Program at the Middle East Institute, in Washington, D.C. Based on my conversation with her, I’d characterize the food outlook for Egypt as serious but not critical. Egyptian authorities estimate that their reserves will be sufficient for at least the next six months, perhaps the next nine. Egyptian governments have been in the business of managing food reserves for 5,000 years. From the days of Joseph’s storehouses to now, they have accumulated some considerable management capacity.
Egypt buys wheat through a system of reverse auctions: posting a tender for a certain quantity, then accepting the lowest bid for that tender. Since the era of Gamal Abdel Nasser, Egypt has operated a system of subsidized bakeries that sell low-priced loaves to qualified buyers. More recently, Egypt has begun to convert to direct cash assistance provided through cards that function very much like American electronic-benefits-transfer cards. In a crisis, the Egyptian government can effectively provide more cash assistance to low-income buyers.
This is not to minimize the shock Egypt is facing as the price of wheat rises from a familiar $250 or $300 a metric ton to $500 a metric ton. It is to emphasize that the shock will land on state finances as much as or more than on the Egyptian poor.
Many other major wheat-importing countries are either rich (Italy, Japan, South Korea) or led by reasonably effective governments (Indonesia, Morocco, Turkey) that can emulate Egypt and deliver assistance to the hard-pressed. The countries to worry most about are those wracked by war and political instability: Yemen above all, but also Ethiopia, Mali, and other disrupted states.
3. Global emergency aid can help.
Where famine does threaten, the international community can save lives. In 2021, international relief agencies provided in-kind or cash food assistance to 13 million Yemenis. Such programs will cost more in 2022, but not impossibly more. Before the war in Ukraine, the United Nations’ food program projected a Yemen aid budget of $2 billion for this year. That number will likely go up by 25 percent or more, but the money can be found.
An even more terrifying food crisis faces Afghanistan under its new Taliban rulers. The Taliban’s self-imposed international isolation has been followed by a cruel drought. Millions of lives are at risk. India has committed considerable food aid. The war in Ukraine does not make feeding Afghanistan’s population easier, obviously, but it’s only a very incidental aggravating factor. Afghanistan’s agony would be no less agonizing if Vladimir Putin had chosen peace in Ukraine rather than war.
4. High prices are not bad news for everybody.
Higher prices for food consumers mean higher incomes for food producers. In most of the world, consumers hugely outnumber producers. There is one region, however, where producers remain so numerous that higher prices can improve the livelihoods of millions: sub-Saharan Africa.
About two-thirds of sub-Saharan Africans farm for a living. When prices rise, farmers produce more and earn more. Sub-Saharan farmers could produce a lot more. African farmers could soon double or even triple their output of grains, livestock, and other products if they use more intense farming methods, the economic-consulting firm McKinsey estimates.
Higher prices could encourage African farmers to adopt more advanced seeds and other modern methods. They could prod governments to invest more in rail and roads in order to move crops to market, and to clarify property laws in order to support commercial farms that produce for the international marketplace. Sub-Saharan food output grew twice as fast from 2000 to 2018 as it did in the 1980–99 stretch. That boom was driven by higher food prices, especially in the peak years of 2006 to 2013, according to a 2021 study.
African agriculture can be extended as well as intensified. The South African agricultural economist Wandile Sihlobo calculates that 60 percent of the world’s remaining unused arable land is located in sub-Saharan Africa.
Higher food prices will be a stress and a burden for hundreds of millions of people all over the world. Higher food prices will test the stability of governments. Higher food prices may become an important part of Russia’s anti-Ukraine propaganda, which will blame Ukrainian resistance to Russian aggression—and Western sanctions against Russia—for the higher cost of food.
But a stress is not a crisis, and a crisis does not have to be a catastrophe. Good management can mitigate the stress, and begin to identify and capture opportunities. Dealing with the food-price increases that this conflict will bring will not be easy. But it can be done.


