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A Grandfather’s Perspective on Global Warming: Problems and Prospects

By Bill Whitaker, Blue Mountain Chapter Member

It looks as if global warming has become a hot topic in our country. On behalf of my grandchildren Fiona and Max, and on behalf of all the children and grandchildren of our planet, I hope this is true. Their futures and the futures of all of us younger than about 60 may well depend on what is done to counter global-warming-related climate change over the next decade. Fortunately, there are steps both large and small we can take to change our future.

Our world is getting hotter. This fact is not in question. Our most respected scientific bodies have concluded unequivocally that global warming is happening and we are causing it by our consumption of fossil fuels and destruction of forests and grasslands.

Here’s how it works. The sun sends solar energy to earth, warming us and making life possible. The rub is that while some solar radiation is essential, too little or too much creates problems. The earth is wrapped in a blanket of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that affect how much solar radiation is trapped on earth and how much is reflected back into space.

During the relatively brief time that life has existed on earth the composition of the carbon blanket has gone through natural cycles affecting the earth’s thermostat and warming or cooling our planet within a temperature range hospitable to life as we know it. This may be about to change for the worse.

Cycles of warming and cooling are directly correlated with the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Changes in the level of carbon dioxide are directly correlated to the coming and going of ice ages, to the rise and fall of ocean levels, and even to drought and the desertification of vast tracts of land. Climate change killed the dinosaurs and led to an extensive reordering of life on the planet. 

In recent centuries humankind has multiplied with great success. As we have become the first species capable of remaking our environment, we are on the brink of becoming the victim of our success. The fossil fuels we burn, the forests we clear, the soil surface we leave uncovered are increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide at faster rates than any natural cycle, at rates our planet cannot sustain without dire consequences. 

Today’s carbon blanket contains 27 percent more carbon dioxide than has ever before existed during the past 650,000 years. As a consequence, more of the sun’s energy is trapped by our atmosphere, increasing temperatures throughout the globe. Some areas, including polar regions, are increasing in temperature faster than others. Rising temperatures are melting the polar icecaps and raising sea levels. Since open seas and bare land reflect less radiation back into space than do ice and snow, even more heat is absorbed by the earth and we are creating a feedback cycle that speeds up the warming process.

Unless steps are taken to prevent polar icecap melting, during the lifetimes of our children and grandchildren rising sea levels are likely to inundate large areas of major cities such as New York, San Francisco, and much of Florida; likewise for Alexandria, Egypt, the Netherlands, Bangladesh, and Pacific island nations. Massive concentrations of people are clustered in coastal lowlands threatened by rising sea levels. Millions may become climate change refugees stretching global social service resources beyond the breaking point.

Nearly 1/3 of the world's arable land, from which we feed ourselves, could be flooded by rising seas, if global warming continues during our generation. 

Climate change has the potential to cause the greatest extinction of plant and animal species since the end of the age of dinosaurs. Polar bears are only the poster child for the projected die-off of thousands of life-forms.

Already global warming is spreading the range of mosquitoes, mice, and other creatures that carry disease—contributing to outbursts of hantavirus in the United States and dengue and yellow fever at ever higher elevations in Central and South America. Hotter days lead to unhealthier air and more smog, worse temperature inversions and more asthma. 

Warmer seas result in more and stronger hurricanes. Storms like Katrina caused more that $100 billion in damage to U.S. coastal areas in 2005. More than half the U.S. population lives within 50 miles of a coastline.

The last nine years have each been among the 25 hottest on record, a streak called “unprecedented in the historical record” by the National Climatic Data Center. As global temperatures rise, the number and duration of heat waves is expected to increase. The Chicago heat wave of 1995 left 739 persons dead. In the heat wave of 2003, 27,000 persons died in Europe – 14,000 in France alone. The 2006 record-breaking heat wave in California resulted in at least 56 deaths  and killed many dairy cows and other livestock. Thousands of carcasses were dumped into landfills, a procedure usually outlawed as a threat to public health. 

Warming temperatures are also affecting the winter tourism on which many western states' economies rely. Spring time mountain snow cover diminished an average of 29 percent in the Cascades and 16 percent in the Rockies while sites in Washington and Oregon had reductions of as much as 50 percent between 1950 and 1997. Rising temperatures cause more precipitation to fall as rain rather than snow with serious implications for salmon fishing, irrigation and drinking water supplies—all dependent on snow melt in the Pacific Northwest. It is estimated that by 2030 there will be no glaciers left in Glacier National park.

While the climate changes that will result from unabated global warming are daunting, we still have time to change the course of events. 

We can take simple, cost-effective steps like replacing light bulbs with long-lasting, energy-efficient compact fluorescent or LED bulbs—saving 100 pounds of carbon dioxide per bulb. 

We can keep the tires on our cars inflated properly and change our car’s air filter when it is dirty—saving 1050 pounds of carbon dioxide per car per year. We can run our dishwashers only when they are full—and save 100 pounds of carbon dioxide. We can use post-consumer recycled paper—and save 5 pounds of carbon dioxide per ream.

We can turn our thermostats down 2 degrees in winter and up 2 degrees in summer—saving 2000 ponds of carbon dioxide annually. We can set hot water thermostats no higher than 120 degrees F, switch to tankless water heaters or add passive solar assisted hot water. We can take shorter showers and install low-flow showerheads. 

We can buy locally produced produce and other products and purchase goods with minimal packaging. If we need a new car, we can buy a hybrid or, even better, carpool, bike or walk when possible. We can plant a tree—or three—and use a push mower to cut our lawn. We can caulk and weather strip and insulate our homes and replace single with double pane windows.

We can unplug electronics when not in use and replace old, inefficient appliances with energy-star rated newer ones. We can bring our own cloth bags when grocery shopping.

Better yet, we can reduce consumption. We can re-use what we purchase and recycle what we can no longer use.

Most of these simple actions both reduce our carbon load and save money in the process. Properly inflated tires reduce the cost of operating a car. A low-flow shower head uses less energy to heat the water—saving as much as $150 per year.

But individual actions are not enough. We need to organize and work together to change public policies that will have major impact on the future we pass on to the next generation.

We can challenge elected officials at every level to support efforts to reduce the output of greenhouse gases, and we can vote the rascals out if they persist in wrong-headed decisions. We can continue to call for replacing tax subsidies for dirty energy with support for solar, wind, geo-thermal and biomass energy generation, as well as smarter use of the energy resources we already have.

We can become better informed and share information with our friends and neighbors, our faith groups and service clubs, with all the people we know. We can recruit them to join with us as members of Oregon Rural Action. And then as a grassroots organization of community members, we can join with allied citizens' groups throughout the country – such as 350, Stop Global Warming, Focus the Nation, Alliance for Climate Protection, Red Cross, the soilcarboncoalition.org listserv – to make a concerted effort to overcome the climate imbalance and bring carbon levels back down to safe levels for the benefit of all.

As the grandfather of Fiona and Max, I am convinced that preserving the planet that is our only home must be the great work of our generation. Children and grandchildren everywhere are depending on us.

Bill Whitaker has advocated solutions to hunger and poverty for more than 40 years. He is an active member of the Blue Mountain Chapter in La Grande.

SPEAK YOUR MIND, AND RIDE A FAST HORSE
Creating the Food Safety Agenda

By Andrea Malmberg, Executive Director

As the ground was beginning to thaw, but still a bit too early to work in our part of the world, there was a flurry of internet reactions to H.R. 875, otherwise known as the Food Safety Modernization Act sponsored by Connecticut Representative DeLauro.  Though on the surface the bill’s intent is to address rising concerns over the safety of our country’s food system, after wading through this bill, I found that its far reaching implications were nearly as Draconian as the “netroots” would have had us believe.  However, this bill has a tough row to hoe and most likely will not move forward. Now it seems that many of the activists and farmers who were sounding the alarm have left their internet perch to possibly do more satisfying things – like growing food.  Meanwhile, there are other food safety bills sprouting like weeds in the aisles of Congress, presenting serious concerns for farmers and eaters who want locally grown food.

Spurred by tainted spinach, jalapenos, peanuts, and pistachios, food safety is all the rage this year in Congress. Everyone (except those that represent locally-minded food producers, it seems) is casting his or her seeds of solution. However, the proposals are one-size-fits-all, expensive, technologically complex, and if implemented will probably not be effective.

Worst of the recent food safety bills is HR 1332. California Representative Costa’s Safe FEAST ACT of 2009 would require third-party inspections to be paid for by charging fees to farms and would create a Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) system for produce.  Notably, HACCP is the set of burdensome recordkeeping requirements that were implemented after the Jack in the Box E. Coli outbreaks in 1993 which has hastened the demise of many small-scale slaughter facilities throughout the United States.  Colorado Representative DeGette’s H.R. 814 TRACE Act specifically mandates the National Animal Identification System without addressing any of the many equity and ethical considerations that are being raised by farmers across the country. (See Mabel Dobbs’s article on NAIS in this issue for more information.)  H.R. 759: The Food and Drug Administration Globalization Act of 2009 offered by Michigan Representative Dingell, requires traceability of food from farm to restaurants through electronic recordkeeping and would charge fees to processors for inspections.

Most recently, on May 26th, California Representative Waxman introduced draft legislation that is largely based on the food provisions of H.R. 759. Here are some of the highlights of the Food Safety Enhancement Act of 2009:

· Gives the FDA mandatory recall authority.

· Requires US and foreign food facilities (regardless of size) to register with the FDA & pay a registration fee of $1000. This fee will fund the FDA's activities.

· Requires companies to prepare food safety plans. The FDA can audit them and has the power to specify minimum requirements.

· The FDA is required to issue food safety regulations for the production and harvesting of fruits and vegetables.

· High-risk facilities must be inspected every 6-18 months and lower risk facilities can be inspected every 18 months to 3 years. Warehouses must be inspected every 3-4 years.

· FDA would be required to issue regulations that require food producers, manufacturers, processors, transporters, or holders to maintain the complete history of foods’ origin and distribution history and establish an interoperable record to ensure fast and efficient traceback.

Unlike the other proposed bills, farms that sell directly to consumers or restaurants appear to be exempted from Waxman’s bill.  However, we have not yet waded through the 120-page document to examine the impact on family farms and smaller processors and retailers.  As the bill is marked up in committee, we will provide you with timely action alerts.

Last October, we learned at our annual convention that one of the reasons everything Joel Salatin wants to do is illegal is that the laws governing food production – particularly processing and the purveying of meat and dairy products – are for operations of an enormous scale.  Even when these regulations are not relevant, small-scale operations must comply and incur the expenses associated with those regulations.  For instance, the small, family owned and operated dairy of one of our members in Nyssa must comply with the same regulations as the industrial-sized dairy in Boardman with tens of thousands of cows.  One result is that eaters are hard-pressed to find locally grown dairy products and most likely do not know from where their milk products are coming.

We need to change this one-size-fits-all approach to food safety. These bills run the risk of making it even harder for local and regionally-focused farmers and food processors to supply their customers with safe, healthy, and fresh foods. If one of these bills passes, the food system as a whole will become more concentrated and insecure. In particular, the growing local food markets could face major entry barriers and regulatory costs.

Having locally grown foods in our restaurants, grocery stores, and schools, along with viable farmers’ markets in every town, means figuring out how to create food safety regulations that work for farms and processors that wish to sell within their own communities. We need to begin to be proactive on food safety and stop only saying no and start saying what we want: safe food, profitable farms, and choice. We also need to find allies and develop relationships within the food safety and inspection professions and quit treating them all as enemies.

The frenzy over H.R. 875 shows that it is possible to mobilize a lot of people around food safety legislation and it proves that there’s a groundswell of support for making food safety regulations workable for the entrepreneurs within our community. With this energy directed toward what we want, we have the potential to dramatically reform these bills and offer concrete alternatives.

Support businesses that support Oregon Rural Action
Kneads Bakery
Naturally Good Sweets & Breads

Hours: Wednesdays, Thursdays, Fridays, Saturdays

7am-3pm

1113 Adams Ave

Historic Downtown

La Grande, OR 97850

541-963-5413

For more information on how your business can show its support for Oregon Rural Action, call the office at 541-975-2411 or email us.                  

OREGON RURAL ACTION NEWS

Building Coalitions for Healthy Kids, Healthy Farms, and Healthy Communities
By Darci Jones, Community Organizer

As Oregon Rural Action’s programs expand and our capacity increases, we are putting a greater focus on collaboration with a variety of different community organizations. It is our belief that through working with a myriad of organizations, government bodies and businesses we will be able to more effectively achieve our vision. One of our most exciting collaborations is with Union County Fit Kids (U.C. Fit Kids). This collaboration involves both Blue Mountain Chapter members and staff. 

U.C. Fit Kids is a coalition that was formed in 2005 to address the problem of childhood obesity.  The purpose of U.C. Fit Kids is to understand the conditions and circumstances that hinder physical activity and healthy food choices among children in Union County, and to develop, implement, and evaluate, as appropriate, plans of action to address these in ways that are beneficial to county residents. This diverse coalition includes representatives from the six public school districts in Union County, the local hospital and public health department, Eastern Oregon University, the Oregon Health and Sciences University (OHSU) School of Nursing in La Grande, the OHSU Department of Public Health and Preventive Medicine, the Union County Commission on Children & Families, Oregon Rural Action and several local organizations that provide food and/or physical activity programs to children. 

The coalition evolved out of a successful, eleven-year relationship among the school districts, the School of Nursing, and the Commission on Children & Families to provide school health services to children living in remote areas of Union County.  Recently U.C. Fit Kids completed a community based participatory research (CBPR) assessment of the school and community environments in Union County to identify factors that influence the physical activity patterns and food choices in the county’s eight elementary schools. 

The assessment included surveys, phone interviews, in-depth group interviews, a photovoice project and community observations. The assessment provides comprehensive knowledge of factors influencing children’s food choices and their physical activity. The results of the assessment have been broken down into the physical activity and healthy eating categories and then each category has been further broken into school and community barriers. Very briefly, the barriers to healthy eating within schools include: school food that is unappealing and of limited nutritional value; and for community the barriers include: a common habit among many families of eating convenience food and limited access to healthy food in small communities. For physical activity, the barriers: most schools are not providing 30 minutes of physical activity and the teaching of few lifetime or non-competitive activities. Likewise, the community barriers included: limited opportunities for lifetime or non-competitive activities, with few indoor facilities for physical activity in Union County and fewer activities provided in the winter months. Cost is also a barrier to participation in such activities. 

Out of this assessment, recommendations have been made to counter some of these barriers.  The U.C. Fit Kids coalition recognized the need to change the students’ eating habits through implementation of a Farm-to-School program, which would link local farmers with school food service programs. Through our continued work with this dynamic coalition it is Oregon Rural Action’s intent that Farm-to-School becomes a reality in Union County, a program that can then be replicated in other rural Oregon communities. 

For more information or to provide monetary support to a farm to school program please contact Karl Sutton at karl@oregonrural.org or 541-975-2411. 

What’s the Beef?
By Tony Malmberg, Blue Mountain Chapter Member

The old slogan, “Where’s the Beef?” begs the question, “Where’s the Demand?” The grocery stores are stocked aplenty, so what’s the beef? 

That’s the topic we explored at the 9th Annual Farmer–Chef Connection on March 9 at Clackamas County Community College in Oregon City. The purpose of the gathering was to bring farmers, ranchers, fishers and food buyers together to share ideas and experiences on building a sustainable food system. In addition to sessions on farm direct marketing, supporting the next generation of farmers and chefs, and the threat posed to farms and waterways by liquefied natural gas development, I took part in a panel discussion on “Meat Inspection Logistics.” Joining me on the panel were Cathy Durham, from OSU’s Food Innovation Center; Alan Rousseau, from Pine Mountain Ranch; and Kendra Kimbauraskas of Friends of Family Farmers, who moderated the forum.

We explored the problem that Oregon consumers can’t get what they want because we have a glitch in our meat processing system.  Regulations are preventing the flow of local beef, lamb, hogs, goats, and poultry to local consumer demand. Supplies of local meat and “grass-finished” meat have been stymied with the absence of local packing plants. 

Actually, we do have local packing facilities, but without USDA approved plants and a local USDA inspector, farmers and ranchers are prohibited from selling their packaged product by the cut to restaurants or to schools and other public institutions. One solution would be to get the USDA to do inspection in the underserved regions, such as Eastern Oregon. Another option might be to pursue State of Oregon regulations for state inspected plants.

Without bringing in USDA inspectors or gearing up a state inspection program, local consumers must purchase a live animal and take it to a custom butcher shop for processing. This meat cannot be legally resold. This is not a very practical option for a single person or small family. With average meat consumption around 65 pounds per annum, it would take a family of 4 more than a year to consume one beef by themselves – not to mention adding freezer space to store 400 pounds of meat.

Oregon Rural Action is working to fix the problem. Already we can claim a small victory when the Oregon Department of Agriculture formed a Meat Processing Working Group in March to examine the issue. An Oregon Rural Action representative will have a seat at the table and will coordinate with our coalition partners and the membership on a broader campaign. You can join with regional farmers, ranchers, restaurateurs, eaters, and other Oregon Rural Action members and help pull the necessary regulations through so a father can purchase locally raised meat for his family or a local rancher can sell her beef in a local restaurant, school, or store.  If you are interested in joining me on Oregon Rural Action’s “What’s the Beef” campaign, contact Community Organizer Darci Jones at darci@oregonrural.org or call 541-975-2411. 

Until we get this problem fixed the answer to “Where’s your beef?” will be, “Standing out in the pasture,” or “Somewhere over in the Tyson processing chain.”

Tell Us Your Story!

Do you have a story to tell? We want to hear it! 

What are you concerned about in your community? How have you been impacted by a problem? What would you like to see improved? What are you hoping can be done to fix things? What victories have you seen because of people organizing?

Email your story to shaun@oregonrural.org or mail to our Central Oregon Field Office at 800 NE Belknap St, Prineville, OR 97754. Or if you prefer to meet face-to-face, get in touch with one of our community organizers, Karl Sutton or Darci Jones, to set up a time to meet.

THE WORD AT WORC

Northern Plains Helps Secure $15 million for Energy Efficiency in Schools

Adapted from press releases by Larry Winslow, Communications Coordinator for NPRC

Members of Northern Plains Resource Council were giving themselves a pat on the back recently with word that their efforts for energy efficiency in schools had paid off. To create the critical mass needed to get legislation passed, Northern Plains began working in June 2008 with a broad coalition, including Montana Conservation Voters, Sierra Club, Clark Fork Coalition, and the Montana School Boards Association. Ultimately, the many months of phone calls, emails, letters to the editor, lobbying, and personal appeals worked and the $15 million in “quick-start” energy grants for energy efficiency in Montana schools survived the legislative process and was signed into the overall budget bill by Governor Brian Schweitzer on May 15.

With this bill, Montana has taken an important first step toward improving the energy efficiency of public schools. On April 28, the Montana Legislature took final action on House Bill 645, which appropriates federal stimulus and recovery funds, with the House and Senate approving the conference committee report. After some threats to remove all money for energy efficiency in schools, the conference committee kept intact the $15 million in quick-start funds. That money will be used over the next five months to create construction jobs, put money in local economies, and save school districts money by reducing energy bills.

“Investing stimulus money to improve school energy efficiency is the gift that keeps giving,” said Ed Gulick, Vice Chair of Northern Plains Resource Council. Taxpayers and school districts will save money on utilities, and teachers and students have a better learning environment. As a bonus, jobs are created in the increasingly important and emerging sector of energy efficiency at a time when the construction industry has been hit hard by the economic downturn.”

Another bill, HB 646, sponsored by Rep. Wanda Grinde (D-Billings) would have created an ongoing energy efficiency and conservation program for schools at the Department of Environmental Quality, which already runs the efficiency program for state buildings. Though HB 646 did not pass, the House Appropriations Committee borrowed language requiring energy efficiency projects to be based upon an energy audit and including the DEQ in determining which projects qualify for quick-start money. That language became part of HB 645, and the House approved investing $35 million in energy efficiency improvements, an amount later cut to $15 million due to amendments for deferred maintenance.

“Even though the amount is less than the $35 million originally dedicated for energy efficiency, it is still a huge step toward improving energy efficiency in Montana's aging schools. Furthermore, the $20 million that will be distributed on a formula to all schools for infrastructure projects can be used for efficiency work. Additionally, the Quality Schools Facility Grant Program established by HB 152 will provide around $13 million per year for school facilities, and that money can also be used for efficiency improvements.

School districts should certainly consider using these other sources of funding to improve energy efficiency in their buildings. Of the various school facility improvements for which the money can be used, energy efficiency is the only improvement that actually provides direct savings – money that can then address other needs in schools.

“I would urge all school districts to make energy efficiency improvements a priority when they are addressing deferred maintenance,” Gulick said.  “Significant reductions in utility costs – such as 30 percent or more – are common when the right approach is taken, and those savings can be reinvested into raising the quality of school programs.”

Report Shows GM Crops Not Improving Yield

In April, Dakota Resource Council praised a report by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) showing that after 20 years of research and 13 years of commercialization, genetically modified (GM) crops have not enabled farmers to grow more crops per acre of land.

“The biotech industry is conducting a media blitz pushing for revived research on GM wheat, promising farmers higher yields,” said DRC spokesperson Todd Leake, a farmer from Emerado, North Dakota. “Farmers should read this study before joining the bandwagon.” 

The study, entitled “Failure to Yield: Evaluating the Performance of Genetically Engineered Crops,” reviewed two dozen academic studies of corn and soybeans and concluded that herbicide-resistant GM corn and soybean varieties have not increased yields, while insect-resistant GM corn has improved yields only marginally. Instead, improved agricultural practices and conventional breeding are responsible for increased crop yields in recent years, the report stated.

“Continued market resistance to GM crops make GM wheat a bad bet for our export-dependent North Dakota wheat industry,” said Leake. “Past experience shows that GM wheat is not likely to increase yield, and even if it did, the collapse of wheat export markets caused by commercialization of GM wheat would negate any advantage to farmers.”

GM wheat research has lagged since 2004, when Monsanto pulled the plug on its experiments with Roundup Ready hard red spring wheat, chiefly because of market concerns.

The UCS report recommends that the U.S. Department of Agriculture, state agricultural agencies and universities increase research and development using conventional breeding techniques. The report cites findings that farmers in developing regions such as sub-Saharan Africa have greater potential to increase yields to address hunger, and at lower costs, through minimization of pesticides and synthetic fertilizers rather than use of GM crops.

“Even large-scale farmers in developed countries like ours are finding that the increasing costs of GM technology and the rise of herbicide-resistant weeds are beginning to outbalance the ease of chemical application provided by Roundup Ready and other GM crops,’ said Leake. “The most significant long-term result of Roundup Ready crops has been to accelerate the ineffectiveness of glyphosate as a weed-killer, and to line Monsanto and Dupont’s pockets.”

“In my career as a wheat farmer, I’ve been told too many times, ‘This is the way it’s going to be. It’s good for you. Just accept it,’” said Leake. “This time around farmers have been standing up and saying no. GM wheat is not a marketable product, and we’re not going to be talked into ruining our own markets.”

“What we need are conventional breeding programs to produce better seed that benefits farmers, rather than increasingly costly GM systems that primarily benefit the agro-chemical industry.”

Homegrown Prosperity from the Bottom Up

WORC recently released a new report that identified policy changes needed to boost farm and community-scale biodiesel production. Homegrown Prosperity from the Bottom Up examines the experiences of farmers, local entrepreneurs, and governmental bodies in starting biodiesel production facilities. The report presents six case studies covering biodiesel’s economic potential, legal and systemic issues, sustainability, available technical assistance and financial resources.

“Farm and community-scale biodiesel production would spark economic growth for rural communities, provide fuel to power vehicles and machinery, and provide a nutritious feed supplement for livestock,” said Helen Waller with the Western Organization of Resource Councils (WORC), publisher of the report. “This report provides lessons learned and information for policy-makers and interested producers about biodiesel production on the farm and at the community level.” 

The report provides four policy recommendations:

1. Small biodiesel producers need consistent public policies and appropriate incentives for farmers and community-scale projects. Tax credits and other subsides now flow mainly to blenders, fuels producers, and oilseed crushers.

2. Research and agricultural extension funding should support small and community-scale production by finding use for the glycerin byproduct, devising accessible and affordable fuel tests, and partnering with rural economic development agencies to support entrepreneurs and small cooperatives interested in making biodiesel.

3. Public policy incentives should reward biodiesel production that produces high-protein feed supplement for livestock, encourages crop rotation, promotes conservation and stewardship, revitalizes rural economies, and promotes energy self-reliance.

4. Renewable fuels standards adopted by states and municipalities are important steps to establishing biodiesel production capacity for growers, oilseed crushers, and processors. Standards adopted by the state of Oregon and city of Portland were instrumental in developing biodiesel in the state. Between 2006 and 2008, private industry invested $300 million in biodiesel and ethanol production. Renewable fuels standards are a legally adopted blending ratio for alternative fuels, such as biodiesel.

Among the biodiesel production projects included in the case studies are Oregon private-public venture Madison Farms in Echo, Oregon; Sequential-Pacific Biodiesel, LLC, in Salem, Oregon; and Portland Water Bureau in Portland, Oregon. Also featured are biodiesel producers in South Dakota, Japan, and Ontario, Canada.

The report is available on WORC’s website at http://www.worc.org/Homegrown-Prosperity-From-the-Bottom-Up/ and there are several copies available in the Oregon Rural Action office in La Grande. 

TAKING ISSUE
The Missing Pieces in the Energy Puzzle

By Shaun Daniel, Communications Director

Energy is the world's single biggest business. And business is booming lately, especially in the United States, with rapid renewable energy development, continued investment in fossil fuels, new money poured after fabled “clean coal technology,” and, almost as an afterthought, some efficiency measures, too. Renewable energy development has been termed the modern gold rush. Companies are lining up to be first to tap into the nation's abundant energy resources. 

Unfortunately, there are two readily available energy resources that are not being pursued with the same zealousness: energy conservation and energy efficiency. Energy conservation means decreasing the quantity of energy used. Energy efficiency means using less energy to provide the same level of service. Conservation often means changes in behavior, correcting bad habits and being conscious of our energy usage. Efficiency, on the other hand, is often dependent on technology and our own choices in the energy-needy devices we buy. 

As the latest energy boom can attest, technology often carries the day. It’s more exciting to show someone your new solar panel than to explain how you’ve saved the same amount of energy by making sure to turn out your lights when you don’t need them. Technology is less demanding of the consumer’s participation; it just does it for you. Being of the country that produced the first commercially viable light bulb, and invented the phonograph, telephone, and iPod, perhaps it’s no surprise that as Americans we tend to be enamored with technological fixes. 

When it comes to fixes for climate change and avoiding the inevitable controversies that arise from new energy development projects, there are no better tools than energy conservation and efficiency. If you’re not using as much energy, you won’t need more, and the power company can put those expansion plans on hold. Energy efficiency can be thought of as a resource like any other – only more available, less costly, safer, and more abundant. Energy conservation is even more readily available because it doesn’t cost anything (or nearly nothing) to implement – an important consideration for involving all strata of people in our communities in the overall energy discussion.

Ever since the dawn of time we’ve been using energy – sunlight utilized by plants through photosynthesis which we then eat, wood burned to make fire for cooking, warmth and light. In the last couple centuries, though, our energy consumption has increased exponentially, starting with the large-scale drilling of petroleum and the mass utilization of that mysterious force known as electricity. Now our modern world is virtually dependent on the two. The U.S. is the single largest consumer of energy in the world. According to the Pace Energy and Climate Center, Americans use nearly a millions dollars worth of energy every minute and as individuals produce about 40,000 pounds of CO2 emissions per year per person. Our energy appetites are big and could use being put on a diet.

There are a variety of ways that we can work as individuals to curb our energy use, many of which you likely already know about and may even be doing. We can cut down on transportation costs by driving only when we need to, choosing fuel efficient vehicles, keeping our cars well maintained, and buying local products and in-season food to minimize the energy costs from shipment and storage of goods. For our homes, we can make energy conscious decisions from the get-go, building with passive solar design and well insulated and sealed homes; we can also refurbish old homes and weatherize them. We can incorporate Energy Star appliances, turn things off when not in use and even unplug them to go the extra step. As purchasers of goods, we can encourage stores and manufacturers to make greener choices in their energy practices, and we can make greener, less energy-intensive choices in what we purchase.

Energy conservation calls on us to be conscious of the ways we use energy and how to limit that use. One example is that the food we buy carries an invisible energy footprint. In particular, modern industrial agriculture involves an enormous input of energy – through fertilizers, insecticides, herbicides, farm equipment, processing machinery, and transportation from farm to processor to distributor to store to you. So much energy is used, in fact, that 10 calories of fossil fuel energy are required to produce but a single calorie of supermarket food. In an essay entitled, “Efficiency in Agriculture: The Economics of Energy,” economics professor Michael Perelman suggests, “The problem is that agriculture is supposed to be an energy-producing sector of the economy.” The more we can limit these energy inputs into the food we produce and consume, the more we can reduce our energy footprint.

Perhaps the biggest use of electricity in most cities is supplying water and cleaning it up after it's been used. So, wasting water wastes electricity. By the same token, you can reduce energy use by reducing waste. So much of our garbage consists of packaging for items that are shipped from far away, unpackaged in our homes, a good portion of it thrown in the garbage, to be picked up and shipped some distance yet again, and finally buried where as a whole it ferments and releases vast amounts of methane into the atmosphere, a signficant greenhouse gas and contributor to climate change. What if we didn't get that excess packaging in the first place? What if we composted our organic wastes? What if we were fastidious about recycling and buying recycled products? Buying local helps your local economy and community to thrive. Composting is great for your garden soil and beneficial to the climate. Recycling brings a whole host of benefits: Recycled aluminum saves 95% of the energy needed for virgin aluminum, the savings from one recycled can enough to run a TV for three hours; recycled glass saves 50% of the energy of virgin glass and one recycled glass container saves enough energy to light a 100-watt light bulb for 4 hours; and with recycled paper that savings is 60%, with 95% less air pollution, and 17 trees and 7,000 gallons of water saved in every recycled ton. 

Energy is nebulous. It doesn’t make known to the end-user from where it comes. All we often know is that we get electricity from our plugins, gas from the pump, clean water from our pipes, food from the market. The nature of the electric grid and our energy distribution system disguise the effects that energy production often has at its source. In Montana, Wyoming and Colorado, for example, local citizens who are a part of Oregon Rural Action’s sister organizations in the WORC network are fighting incursions by oil and gas, coal, and coalbed methane developers on their land. Because of the split estate laws of those states, many homeowners, farmers and ranchers do not own the mineral rights under their “surface rights” and energy developers can and have literally set up a drill rig within a stone’s throw of a house, fouling the air, drying up home wells, polluting groundwater, and poisoning livestock. Here in Oregon, the state gets over 40% of its electricity from the PGE Coal-Fired Power Plant near Boardman. But where does the coal come from? You can bet your boots it’s these same areas and the families there are just as impacted by its extraction for export. There is a colonial legacy in much energy development and production in the United States, particularly when it comes to fossil fuels, with corporations setting up shop and exploiting whatever resource they can with little to no return to local community members. Plus, until our sources of electricity change, most electric cars might as well have a “Powered by Coal” bumper sticker on them.

Energy conservation and efficiency allow us to be more deliberate and contentious in both our energy usage and our energy development and production. We can ask ourselves, Where does this energy come from? How am I using it? Do I need to use so much? In fact, I dare say that pursuing energy conservation and efficiency are political acts. Already because of favorable policy, energy efficiency has saved 3,700 megawatts of power in the Pacific Northwest, which equates to over $1 billion in annual savings. Another 5,000 megawatts can be saved by 2020 according to estimates. By other measures 75% of the electricity used in the United States today could be saved through efficiency measures that cost less than the electricity itself, according to the Rocky Mountain Institute (RMI). It was RMI’s director, Amory Lovins, who introduced the concept of negawatts in the 1970s – meeting energy demands by using energy more efficiently rather than producing more megawatts of it.

The difficult thing about energy conservation and efficiency are that they require us to be active participants in our energy use. The importance of conservation and efficiency in a sustainable energy system also make our involvement in shaping policy absolutely necessary. Already Oregon has a respectable record of energy efficiency measures, ranking second behind only California according to a study done by the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy. In fact, California has had forward-thinking energy efficiency legislation on the books since the 1970s, which has allowed the state’s energy consumption to remain virtually flat on a per capita basis even as the national average doubled. To accomplish this, California consciously created a three-step plan for new energy resources that prioritized energy efficiency first, renewable electricity development second, and finally new fossil-fuel power plants last. (Of course, when I visited Los Angeles in 2001 during the Enron-induced energy crisis I was surprised to see countless stores had their doors flung wide open to the blazing street, cool air-conditioned air running right out.)

Such is the profound effect that policy can have on the way that we receive and use energy. From fuel efficiency standards to improved building codes to regulations for more energy efficient appliances, policy has helped to steer us toward a sustainable energy future. Many states offer income tax credits for energy efficiency upgrades. Many utility companies offer additional programs to help consumers increase their savings. Some states are considering allowing local governments to make loans (backed by bonds) to private homeowners for energy efficiency upgrades. There are a few weatherization programs now working to improve the space conditioning capabilities of low-income housing.  Having lived in some old, cheap housing with thin walls and inefficient appliances, I can attest to how much money I’ve spent on energy-related expenses because of poorly designed and constructed buildings. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act has allotted $5 billion for Weatherization Assistance Programs and $3.2 billion for Energy Conservation and Efficiency Block Grants. From this, Oregon itself has over $33.5 million earmarked for state, county and city energy conservation and efficiency projects. 

This is a good start, but more can be done. For example, a vote is expected this summer on the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009, which would establish a national renewable energy and efficiency standard of 20% by 2020 – that is, 20% of energy in the United States would need to be derived from renewable sources with 5% offset by efficiency measures. As Jonathan G. Dorn recently reported, “A recent study by the Rocky Mountain Institute found that if the 40 least energy-efficient states raised their electric productivity – the dollars of gross domestic product generated per kilowatt hour of electricity consumed – to the average level of the 10 most efficient states, 62 percent of coal-fired power generation in the United States could be shut down – roughly 370 coal plants." Oregon already passed its own standard in 2007 of 25% renewables by 2025 – isn’t it time we bring the rest of the nation along? We can work together to encourage Senators Wyden and Merkley and Congressman Walden to help pass a national renewable energy standard that gives strong consideration to energy conservation and efficiency. And we can hold them accountable for their votes.

Oregon Rural Action’s energy policy statement, created and ratified by the membership in 2001, asserts the importance of a nuanced picture of our energy system. The third point reads, “Emphasize energy conservation as the cleanest, safest, and most effective way to address short-term (immediate) and long-term energy needs.” And the tenth point calls for policy to “Emphasize programs that reduce demand for energy without curtailing vital services.” Right now the rush is on for more energy development. Companies are seeing dollar signs before their eyes. Another of the points outlined in our energy policy statement speaks to the need for community involvement. It asks that we “Recognize that local and national energy production and distribution systems are public resources, and that citizens must have the power and opportunity to shape energy decisions that affect their lives.” We are challenged to be engaged in the policy process that will shape our state, our country, and our world. Conversations and action on energy will play a crucial part of that process. 

Do it for yourself, do it for your family, do it for your neighbors, do it for the climate and the other species, do it for the people in Montana and Wyoming and Colorado whose lands are ravaged by oil and gas development, do it for the indigenous peoples of the world who suffer the worst of the developed world’s energy appetites. If we begin to pursue more energy conservation and efficiency measures, a more complete picture will emerge. We just need to put the pieces in place.

Diversity at the Table Is the Path to Food Democracy

By Karl Sutton, Community Organizer

Excerped from a thesis work in progress to be completed June 2009.

Introduction

Historically, food has been the sustenance of communities and an integral part of community building, family relationships and civic engagement. Today, food is based not on the inclusion of members of families or communities in the process of nurturing food from seed to plate, but rather, the exclusion of people from the process through mega-farms, fast food, and sterile superstores. The isolation of the lonely meal-to-go in a box has worked to break the ties found at the dinner table. This breaking of ties at the dinner table, like the thread of a quilt, has begun to unravel through all pieces of communities and society. 

Central to the dinner table is food and social relationships. The physical eating of food is a direct connection to nature. Food travels on average 1500 miles (Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and Stevenson, 1996). The further food travels from the farm to the plate the further disconnected individuals become from the processes that were required in the production, distribution and transportation of food. Just as humans and nature grow distant the further food travels so too do individuals grow distant from each other. The dinner table is an opportune place for family and friends to gather and share stories. These stories connect people to each other. They teach lessons from the past, and they provide opportunities to create possibilities for the future. The loss of time spent together around the dinner table is a loss of opportunities to develop deeper relationships. Ultimately, changes in our food production and delivery systems have created a less whole society.

Wholeness in society is as much an ecological construct as it is a social construct. In ecology wholeness refers to the abundance of species and the complexity of relationships. In society this same theory holds true. Social Ecologist Murray Bookchin (1999) describes social wholeness in terms of systems of care. The initial and simplest system of care is that of parents providing the basic needs of a child, such as food and affection. As that child matures the child forms community care relationships. The community surrounds and cares for the child. As the child matures the more complex the relationships grow. If a child lacks this system of care their social traits may lend toward “isolation, independence and egotism.” If the child forms these relationships then social traits lend toward “participation, mutual aid . . . and empathy.” Wholeness does not begin and end with each generation. Wholeness exists when the complex intertwined relationships of the present generation are understood in relationship to each other as well as the relationships of the present generation in relationship to past cultures and societies. 

Our present food system has simplified the complexity of nature through transforming the complex ecosystems to monocultures and simplified the complexity of society by transforming the kitchen and dinner table from a rich, social gathering place to a place where fear of illness, uncertainty of one’s next meal and expediency pervade. Food, though, can be a common ground to bring diverse perspectives of people together. 

With ever-widening cracks emerging in the corporate dominated food system, the need for locally based food system alternatives becomes more urgent. These locally based alternatives – such as community gardens, cooperative markets, and community kitchens  – are not new ideas. These alternatives are new twists on established practices of past generations. Therefore, as the following discussion of authors will illustrate, the transformative power of food system work for individuals and communities is less about the implementation of the locally based alternatives and more about who is seated at the table and who has yet to be invited to the table to dream the future and create the plan.  The process of bringing people together to evaluate our food system, sharing our stories and relationships to food, devising plans and acting to address our food system’s needs can recreate a whole, ecologically sound food system as well as a whole society characterized by people sharing the bounties of their geographical and physical homes.

The Foodshed

Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and Stevenson (1996) examine the distancing of eaters from their food source as an ultimate relinquishing of power to agribusiness. The power and ultimate control of agribusiness over rural and urban communities is a direct result of consumers not knowing where or how their food is produced. Central to power is knowledge, and the global food system is designed to keep eaters from knowing in order to keep eaters from acting to make change, for knowledge is empowering and with empowerment comes confidence and ultimately an ability to act. 

Kloppenburg, et al. write that people in the countries of the North and South are connected by the global food system. In Kloppenburg, et al. they cite that Arthur Getz (1991) first referred to this global food system as a foodshed. Originally Getz defined a foodshed as the food supply chain from source to plate, and in the current food system this space quite often spans the globe. Kloppenburg, et al. believe that the idea of a global foodshed is oxymoronic because central to the principle of a foodshed, like a watershed, is the connection to culture and nature of place. A foodshed has a cultural element, “food,” and a natural element, the geographic location – “shed.” 

The global foodshed is a melting pot where culture and place become indistinguishable. Diverging from the concept of the global foodshed, the authors define a foodshed by socio-geographic space, characterized by the natural conditions that allow for or inhibit human activities. This socio-geographic space does not have fixed boundaries; rather the space is characterized by both natural elements, such as soil types and plant communities, as well as cultural elements, such as ethnicities, cultural traditions, and historical eating patterns. This definition liberates communities to explore inward the defining characteristics of their particular foodshed and to celebrate the physical and social features that make the foodshed unique. This foodshed analysis is enlightening and ultimately liberating. It invites community members to the table who normally are left out, and it invites individuals to explore the relationships between members of the entire food chain. 

Foodshed work reconnects people to each other and to the land, and it enables communities to identify and create alternatives, such as Community Supported Agriculture, buying clubs, community gardens, and farmers’ cooperatives, that are not created with the purpose of directly opposing the global food system but rather to honor the people and the natural features of place. Kloppenburg, et al. call for a systematic approach to usurp power back to the local communities and create a “proximate self-reliance [where] social welfare, soil and water conservations, and energy efficiency become issues of immediate practical concern” (p. 38). Ultimately, foodshed work extends beyond food. Food is the common ground that brings communities together in dialogue, exploration and celebration. The end result, though, is a well-informed, civically engaged citizenry that is literate in global issues and their local place. Foodshed analysis begins the process of returning communities, natural and social, to more complex forms, which is a return to wholeness.

Foodshed Analysis

Foodshed analysis work is a community exploration into the various ways food connects to community and to human life. Foodshed analysis is process oriented. It requires communal conversations to sort out each person’s role in the food chain system, not unlike conversations around the dinner table where family members sort out their roles in the family. Pothukuchi, Joseph, Burton and Fisher (2002) further expand upon foodshed analysis, calling it a community food assessment whereby people representing different areas of the food system are encouraged to join together in conversation about food, identify strengths and weaknesses of the food system, create strategies to build on the food system assets while addressing the liabilities, and mobilize people to implement solutions. 

The authors distinguish an organizational needs assessment from a community food assessment. An organizational needs assessment typically relies on organizations or institutions outside the community, which results in limiting the community involvement and decision-making. Moreover, an organizational needs assessment removes the burden of responsibility as well as the potential for empowerment of community leaders from the community and places the majority of the responsibility on the outside researchers. In contrast, a community food assessment is participatory, collaborative, and originates from within the geographically defined community. It requires planning, acting and reflecting. A community food assessment has clearly defined goals and focuses predominantly on the community’s assets as opposed to its deficits. This asset-based approach encourages community engagement by acknowledging and respecting the history and culture of place and people. In addition, the asset-based approach recognizes that the people of the community are integral to building community food self-reliance, and that the process of social change stems from an engaged and informed citizenry.

So how does a community create or better yet recreate self-reliance? Foodshed analysis work comes in many forms depending on the community’s assets, needs, wants, So how does a community create or better yet recreate self-reliance? Foodshed analysis work comes in many forms depending on the community’s assets, needs, wants, and individuals’ stimulating the conversation (Kloppenburg, Hendrickson & Stevenson, 1996). Dialogue, though, is integral to the process. Paulo Freire (1993) writes in Pedagogy of the Oppressed that education arising from the individual’s or group’s critical questioning of “the way they [being the self] exist in the world with which and in which they find themselves” uses dialogue as an “indispensable” vehicle to expose “reality” (p. 64). Freire writes, “Knowledge emerges only through invention and re-invention, through the restless, impatient, continuing, hopeful inquiry human beings pursue in the world, with the world, and with each other” (p. 53). Knowledge, thus, is a life long process of understanding experiences in relation to the world. Learning then in “problem-posing education” is a social justice act because of its ability to recognize that the oppressed, who are viewed by the dominant system to be living on the margins, are in fact trapped inside a system designed to disempower some in order to justify the power of others (p. 55). By illuminating the power paradigm existing in the system the critical analysis and discourse becomes not of blaming: What is wrong with those people? Do they not care? to How does the system perpetuate the dichotomy of powerful and powerless? “The solution is not to ‘integrate’ [the powerless] into the structure of oppression, but to transform that structure so that they can become beings for themselves” (p. 55). 

Thus, the power of community food assessment work is not the assessment in and of itself; rather it is the how, for who and why the research is being conducted that ultimately enables communities to become informed, garner collective will to transform their foodshed and ultimately engage in a collective global movement to ensure all people have the knowledge, skills, and rights to make food policy decisions locally, that all people have the right to healthy, nutritious locally raised and grown food, and that work is done with the natural features of the foodshed rather than in opposition. This is a democratization of food and a collective voice of Food Sovereignty.

Food Democracy and Food Sovereignty 

Hassanein (2004) grapples with the concept of food democracy on a theoretical and practical level. In her discourse she illustrates various terms used by academics and activists, such as “food democracy,” “food citizenship,” “civic agriculture” and “food sovereignty” that describe initiatives aimed at addressing who has decision making power and control for the food people put into their bodies.  Hassanein defines food democracy as a collective movement of informed and engaged citizens working at all levels of the food system and participating in all forms of actions to shape an alternative to the agro-food system. The concept of food democracy is the belief that every citizen has an equal voice and equal civic responsibility in implementing solutions to the problems of the current food system.

In Hassanein’s analysis of food democracy she concluded that participation requires knowledge, discourse, action and communal care for place. From her research, alternative food structures alone do not suggest food democracy. Food democracy stems from conscious decisions to ensure the barriers to civic participation are acknowledged and addressed, such as the systemic nature of poverty, and that individuals disempowered by these systems of inequity have a seat at the table and are empowered to lead the conversation. Thus, actions designed through a community food system should be designed to not only address immediate issues regarding access to healthy, nutritious food but also simultaneously act to unveil the systemic barriers to civic participation that exist within the greater food system and societal structure. Moreover, food democracy requires a structural change to alleviate barriers to civic participation and then is followed by solutions to address food insecurity. Obviously, civic participation is less likely to occur when the basic human needs are not met, but any solutions to food insecurity require a greater commitment to addressing systemic causes, which rest within underlying societal issues of power and powerlessness.

The struggle to gain democratic control of food is a global challenge. The concept of foodshed analysis calls for a literate and civically engaged citizenry developing a food system in relationship with the culture and natural conditions of a community’s home, while being acutely aware of global issues and working in solidarity with people globally. Naturally, then, the movement towards food democracy in the North ties to the global movement of food sovereignty originating in the South. 

A vivid example is Via Campesina, a 150 million person strong collective movement of progressive farm organizations, indigenous peoples, environmentalists, non-governmental organizations, trade unions, women’s organizations, and rural and urban youth that have organized to demand their voices be heard and their interests served (La Via Campesina, 2009). In 1996 these collective voices developed the concept of food sovereignty in response to international trade policies that prioritize food as a market value rather than as a human right. Food sovereignty means, “peoples have the ‘right to produce (their) own food in (their) own territory’ in ways that enhance the environment and peoples' cultural values. Food sovereignty means ensuring that peasants, small farmers and rural women have the right to all resources necessary for producing food; they must have greater access to and control over land, seeds, water, credit and markets” (Via Campesina, 2000 as cited Desmarais, p.141). Desmarais states that food sovereignty reaches beyond the issues of access to food found within the definition of food security. Food sovereignty is democratic control of all aspects of the food system, including cultural heritage, who has the right to produce the food and the right to resources such as seeds, land and water and how the food is produced. Food sovereignty refers to food as first and foremost a source of nutrition and secondarily a source of trade. 

Ultimately, systemic change to the food system, whether that change is called food democracy or food sovereignty, requires an active evaluation process to ensure all people who are marginalized by the industrial system have a participatory place in the alternative structures emerging in opposition to the dominant system. Embedded within civic participation is the sharing of stories. These stories build relationships and develop common ground and common values, which enable people to become reengaged with each other and to their environment.
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MEMBER ACTIVITY

Chapter Updates

The Oregon Rural Action train keeps chugging along, adding members and new staff—”sounding louder,” as Cat Stevens sings; “bound for freedom” as the old gospel song goes.

The Blue Mountain Chapter has worked hard at engaging in the local policy process in Union County. In February members pitched the idea of a solar access ordinance to the La Grande Planning Commission and also began efforts in support of an amended livestock ordinance that would allow for backyard chickens and rabbits. The latter effort continued in earnest, with signature gathering, calls, letters to the editor, public testimony, and 73% public support, according to a poll in the La Grande Observer. Despite this, the City Council recently chose not to vote on the ordinance at the recommendation of the City Manager. Members now plan to discuss options for moving the campaign forward at the next meeting in July. The chapter also joined with Oregon Food Bank, Southeast Oregon Regional Food Bank, and Community Connection of Northeast Oregon to host food and farm policy analyst Ken Meter on May 27 and had over 50 people turn out to hear him speak on "The Future of Food and Agriculture in Oregon: Building Local Food Economies."

The Baker County Chapter has been working to ensure county oversight of the Baker Sanitary landfill and partnering with Baker Sanitary to keep it a local, family-run business. The chapter also participated in a 150 city film tour of "A Sense of Wonder," a movie on the life of Rachael Carson, her environmental work, and her love for the natural world. The film had a good turnout, sparked some discussion, and brought some signatures on a petition of support for First Lady Michele Obama's decision not to use chemicals in her White House Victory Garden.

The Columbia Basin Chapter has been cooking along since its inception this past November. After shelving its proposed recycling campaign due to the impact of the economic crisis, the chapter has narrowed in on focusing its efforts on local water quality and quantity issues. Members have been engaging with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and other regional stakeholders to determine how best to direct their energies. Following a letter of support for the Umatilla County Commissioners' efforts to upgrade the energy efficiency of two public buildings, the members were invited to participate in the county's Climate Change Focus Group and will help set the county's climate change agenda. Lastly, the chapter is working in partnership with the FFA and other local agencies to establish a community garden in Hermiston. 

The Snake River Chapter has been hard at work on the Four Rivers Community Garden, with which it has partnered with St. Matthew’s Episcopal Church in Ontario and Oregon Food Bank. Following months of planning and workdays in the garden to build raised beds, the opening day ceremony on Earth Day brought over 50 people out to celebrate. Even the mayor of Ontario was on hand to help inaugurate the project. The chapter is continuing its fun workdays each week and is striving to recruit and involve ever more community members. In addition, the chapter is looking to diversify its efforts by also working on an issue campaign, such as local concern over a mandatory National Animal Identification System.
WE HOPE TO SEE YOU AT THE NEXT EVENT OR MEETING!

Remembering Barbara Applebee
Thoughts by Shaun Daniel

The Blue Mountain Chapter recently lost one of its newest members – a gregarious and intelligent 68-year old woman by the name of Barbara Louise Applebee. She passed away on May 13 at OHSU in Portland due to complications from surgery.

Born on October 10, 1940, Barbara grew up in Cove and graduated from Lower Cove School with the Class of 1958. She worked as a waitress at the Husky Truck Stop, later known as Flyin’ J, from 1965 to 1982. She was also a Watkins Product distributor for many years. Finally, she worked at Wal-Mart as a door greeter for nine years until her health forced her to quit.

Barbara gained the nickname of “Butterfly Lady” because she always wore butterfly hair pins. She loved cooking and collecting recipes. She also had a fondness for cats and Dachshunds.

In 1993, she became a member of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints, recently sharing with me how well she thought Oregon Rural Action's work on local foods meshed with the LDS church's encouragements to keep a well-stocked home pantry. In the last year of her life, Barbara was full of renewed vigor and sought to deepen her involvement in the community through joining Oregon Rural Action, attending Great Decisions meetings, and working with the Union County Democrats on the Obama campaign and, more recently, the Union County Baby Shower, which collected donated items for the local Healthy Start and Babies First Program.

To see me off to my new home in Prineville, Barbara made me a loaf of delicious banana nut bread and met to discuss a few last ideas for the chapter. We laughed and talked about what lay in store for us in the months ahead. Even in the days leading up to a major surgery, she was eager to share her ideas and get more involved.  

At last I'd like to return the sentiment that she expressed to me in one of her last emails: “I surely wish you were going to continue to be here; you will be MISSED.”

Memorial services were held at 11am on June 6 at The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 11206 McAlister Rd., Island City. Loveland Funeral Chapel is in charge of the arrangements and, as of the time of publication, is accepting contributions to help defray the expenses of the funeral. 

STRIKING AT THE ROOT…

We Are Leaders All

By Shaun Daniel, Communications Director

This is the second in a series of articles to address the core principles underlying Oregon Rural Action’s work: Democracy, Participation, Leadership Development, Diversity and Cooperation, Justice, and Stewardship.  
Twice a year in Denmark, thousands upon thousands of European Starlings take flight together at twilight in a single, fluid and graceful mass known as the Black Sun. Each individual in the flock veers and darts in response to the whole, creating a beautiful and powerful force. As scientists begin to better understand this flocking behavior, a surprising fact emerges: There is no one leader – or, put another way, each individual is the leader.

The concept of the powerful and influential individual is a compelling feature in our histories and social fabric. Yet this concept of leadership is exceedingly narrow and fails to capture the true democratic promise of the American people, of the innate potential of rural community members to create solutions to the issues their communities face.

As one of Oregon Rural Action’s core values, we are committed to helping individuals develop the skills necessary to organize successfully around issues at the local, regional, national and global levels. Throughout the Western Organization of Resource Council’s Affiliates, one of the principles that underscores our community organizing approach is affirming people's abilities, developing their talents and allowing them to speak and act for themselves. In contrast to the glorified image of a leader, all are called to participate in leadership in a community organization. Each person possesses the potential to be a leader. 

Why have leaders?

Simply put, organizations need organization. Leaders help to give successful organizations shape and direction. Individuals take on specific tasks; it's how things get done. In the community organizing model, it is local community members, not paid staff, who take on that role of leadership. This is so that power and democratic decision-making rest within the community, and so that the organization's actions have the credibility of being driven by those who represent the community and are directly affected by an issue. Moreover, through the development of leadership, members of community organizations develop the self-confidence and experience to profoundly influence the greater community.

To be effective, community organizations need structure and leaders. In a famous essay entitled, “The Tyranny of Structurelessness,” Jo Freeman states that a certain measure of formal structure and leadership is necessary for freedom and democracy to prevail in organizations, for people to be empowered participants. As Freeman asserts, “For everyone to have the opportunity to be involved in a group and to participate in its activities, the structure must be explicit, not implicit. Decision making must be open and available to everyone, and this can happen only if it is formalized.” Organizational structure better allows people to get involved and find how they can use their talents and interests to make a difference.

Oregon Rural Action and the rest of the WORC network believe that it is important to emphasize leadership development as one of the pillars of our organizing approach. Each year WORC puts on a Principles of Community Organizing training, providing members and other supporters the opportunity to learn how to make a real difference in their community, how to transform their efforts for change from scattered activities into a formidable and strategic action taken in concert with others. We believe that by working together through long-term, multi-issue community organizations we can bring the changes we need to our communities and restore a sense of democratic engagement.

Any and every successful social movement was grown from the grassroots by cadres of common people acting as leaders in their communities and in their social circles, unrecognized by the dominant myths that purport to tell the story about these inspiring events. As Eric Hoffer put it, “In times of change, learners inherit the Earth, while the learned find themselves beautifully equipped to deal with a world that no longer exists.” We're focused on the world that can be, the world in-the-making. That's why we need to develop leaders. 

What makes a leader?

As Ella Baker, one largely unheralded civil rights organizer, noted, there is a profound difference between movement-centered leaders and leader-centered movements. The most effective leaders are those to come out of communities and who are representatives of movements. Leadership is a function, not a person. In other words, you don't have to be a charismatic MLK figure to do good work and strive for social change. Ella Baker said, “My theory is strong people don’t need strong leaders.” The reason is that strong people lead themselves.

In the movement-centered leader approach, many local leaders are developed, who in turn work to develop even more leaders. This way a local base of power is developed that cannot be unraveled when one leader is removed. As a past director of the Southern Empowerment Project, which recruits and trains community organizers, June Rastan writes, “Maybe it's the WE people, not the ‘I's’ who are the best leaders.” Perhaps that's why the opening lines of the U.S. Constitution are so utterly stirring: “We the people, in order to form a more perfect union...” The words ring as if the whole of America – all of its people, poor and rich, young and old – were assuming responsibility for their shared destiny and had taken matters into their own hands. 

True to the American dream, good leaders are made, not born. The dominant notion of leadership holds that some individuals are simply born leaders – they're talented, they're charismatic, they're eloquent. Yet, to assume as much reduces the mass of people to born followers and fails to recognize the significant role that education, tools and opportunity play in developing a leader. Most people haven't been given the chance to see what kind of leader they can be, so they don't even know what they're capable of, A leadership training manual from Kentuckians for the Commonwealth takes it one step further and asserts, “True leadership is exercised, not studied. Everyone has the potential to lead, but most people are discouraged from taking leadership roles...Too often, society ignores the contributions of homemakers, retirees, laborers, and others in making their communities better places to live.”

Gabriel Thompson, a community organizer from Chicago, writes, “Leaders develop when they are provided the support, inspiration and guidance needed to evolve into people who can achieve more than they previously thought possible.” In community organizations members take on new roles and begin to develop a new understanding of their ability to create change. “Leadership can be thought of as a capacity to define oneself to others in a way that clarifies and expands a vision of the future,” said Rabbi Edwin Friedman. Organizing is about building relationships. In doing so, people take responsibility for each other by working on tasks as a group and with partners, rather than as individuals. 

Leadership skills are based on common sense, not specialized knowledge.  Indeed the most vocal people are not necessarily the best leaders. They are very useful at certain stages of organizational development, but not at others. Good leaders share their knowledge, are team players, know when to step aside, spend more time listening than talking, are not glory hogs, lead by example, are able to identify with others, and can dream and take risks.

Who are some leaders?

Skipping over the entire cast of famed historical leaders, we find many who are a little less noted but who should surely win best supporting (social change) actor. They more typify the character of leadership that drives community change. Consider these leaders:

Florence Kelly was a single mother who lived in Hull House, the first settlement house founded by Jane Addams. She worked hard to document and campaign against the misery suffered by those who toiled in the sweatshops and garment factories of late 19th Century industrial Chicago. Addams’ nephew called Kelly “the toughest customer in the reform riot, the finest rough-and-tumble fighter for the good life for others, that Hull House ever knew.” She helped create the NAACP and the National Consumers League, organizing local leagues and lobbying for labor reform, ultimately helping to influence the rulings in “Muller v. Oregon” and “Bunting v. Oregon” which upheld restrictions on the number of hours allowed in a workday. 

In 1978 a mother by the name of Lois Marie Gibbs learned that her 7-year old son's elementary school had been built on top of a hazardous waste dump. In fact, authorities revealed that her entire neighborhood was atop this toxic site. Without prior experience in organizing, she set about rallying her neighbors – other concerned community members, parents mostly – and formed the Love Canal Homeowners Association. Together the community battled local, state and federal governmental agencies to hold them accountable for the unconscionable act of allowing a residential area to be built on top of a toxic waste dump. They won, and over 800 families were evacuated with the site ultimately given Superfund status for intensive environmental cleanup. From there Gibbs went on to higher levels of leadership, now serving as Executive Director of the Center for Health, Environment and Justice, which gives assistance and resources to community groups around the nation who are confronted with exposures to hazardous waste.

In Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, local community members stared down the Aryan Nations and ultimately drove them out of town through long, hard-won nonviolent efforts. Their efforts were spearheaded by a local priest who acted as leader and spokesperson for the movement. In a book entitled Common Courage: Bill Wassmuth, Human Rights, and Small-Town Activism, Andrea Vogt writes, “What Kootenai County had,...and what any successful grassroots campaign needs, was an army of volunteers willing to roll up their sleeves and work. These were ordinary folks who mobilized others like themselves to do extraordinary things.”

Finally, in Wythe County, Virginia, a middle-aged man by the name of MacDonald Johnson was concerned about the local economy and his grandchildren having to leave the area to find work. Initially involved in the local African-American Concerned Citizens Network, he was invited by the Virginia Organizing Project (VOP) to join in on a meeting with the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, where he caught the ear of the bank's vice-president and convinced them to participate in a conference on “Making Small Towns and Cities Work.” Joe Szakos, Executive Director of VOP writes, “All of a sudden, Mac realized that he was involved in a process to influence how the Federal Reserve was doing business. It gave him the confidence to go back home to continue the tedious work of a living wage campaign...because he saw how wages in his community were part of a much bigger picture and that what he did could shape what that picture looked like.”

How is leadership developed?

Despite the myths surrounding many of the events of the Civil Rights Movement – namely that it was a spontaneous and unplanned uprising and that Martin Luther King, Jr. was its driving leader – it was the Highlander Research and Education Center in Tennessee that trained Rosa Parks in the skills and tactics of organizing. She put those skills to use when she refused to give up her seat on that Montgomery bus and the local chapter of the NAACP, of which she was a part, seized the opportunity to start a city-wide boycott of the bus system. Led by Myles Horton, the Highlander school sought to educate and train people to take self-directed and organized community action. Rosa Parks was only one of countless and often unheralded social change leaders who emerged from the program.

“Organizing is providing people with the opportunity to become aware of their own capabilities and potential,” said Fred Ross, Sr. in “Axioms for Organizers.” Ross was the mentor and trainer of Cesar Chavez. To develop leadership, people need help to find their voice; they need help learning about larger forces and getting access to tools and information; they need to be introduced to other people like themselves and those not like themselves; they need to be encouraged to challenge assumptions and beliefs; they need to get feedback and support; and they need to have fun, celebrate and be recognized for their good work.

Gabriel Thompson likens leadership development to “farmers who create and maintain a fertile soil from which members can regularly sprout into leaders.” June Rastan notes that the best leadership development is done with and in groups, ideally in organizations with goals designed to improve the community for everybody; it focuses on developing many people into leaders, not just a chosen few. Good leadership development holds leaders accountable and helps them to learn how to hold others accountable as well. Good leadership development cares not for class, race, gender or educational background when determining whether someone has the potential to lead. The best leadership development prepares people to stand eyeball to eyeball with those in power; it's long-term; it uses the talents of everyone willing to put her or his shoulder to the wheel; and it's difficult, but vital and necessary. 

Oregon's own governor Tom McCall put it well when he said, “Heroes are not giant statues framed against a red sky. They are people who say, 'This is my community, and it's my responsibility to make it better.'”

GIVE ME THE NEWS, QUICK!

News for those who just ain’t got the time…

February

FDA warns about salmonella in peanut butter.

OR Congressman Greg Walden sticks it to the (peanut butter) man by asking CEO Stewart Parnell if he would eat one of his products flagged as possibly containing tainted peanut butter. The CEO respectively invokes his Fifth Amendment rights.

President Obama signs into law the $787 billion American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, saying, “Today does not mark the end of our economic troubles. Nor does it constitute all of what we must do to turn our economy around. But it does mark the beginning of the end.” 

Two-year survey by 10,000 scientists shows that polar ice is melting faster than previously thought.

March

In what is billed as the largest act of civil disobedience against climate change, over 2,000 people gather in D.C. despite falling snow to call for shutting down the coal-fired Capitol Power Plant. No one is arrested and plans are made for the plant to be switched from coal to cleaner-burning natural gas.

The Blue Mountain Chapter begins lobbying on behalf of backyard chickens and rabbits in La Grande, as well as a solar access ordinance (with the Planning Commission postponing consideration of the latter).

Fleetwood Travel Trailers announces it is closing its plants in Pendleton and La Grande, laying off over 400 workers. Oregon's jobless rates hit double digits.

FDA warns about salmonella in pistachios.

Michelle Obama breaks ground on a Victory Garden on the White House lawn, the first since Eleanor Roosevelt did so over 60 years ago. USDA breaks ground on its own “People's Garden.”

April

Mid-America CropLife Association and other agribusiness lobbyists protest the First Lady’s choice to maintain an organic garden, indignant that she had not used any “crop protection products.”

The Organic Consumers Association website is hacked into for the second time in recent months by someone intent on wreaking havoc on the OCA’s ability to disseminate information. Who dunnit?

Despite over 100 signatures of support, letters to the editor in favor, many people testifying affirmatively, the La Grande Planning Commission decides not to include the amended livestock ordinance in its recommendations to the City Council.

On April 17, the EPA declares carbon dioxide and five other gases to be pollutants that endanger human health and welfare.

FDA warns about salmonella in raw alfalfa sprouts.

The Columbia Basin Chapter is invited to have a representative take part in Umatilla County's Climate Change Focus Group meetings.

The Snake River Chapter celebrates the grand opening of the Four Rivers Community Garden on Earth Day, with over 60 people in attendance, including the mayor!

May

The La Grande City Council listens to citizens' concerns and charges the City Planner with creating an amended livestock ordinance (though the Council will later decide against a vote on the issue).

The House of Representatives passes the 21st Century Green High-Performing Public School Facilities Act. Congressman Walden votes against it.

The Community Renewable Energy Association and Oregon Rural Action urge public comment on BPA's proposed fee increase for wind project integration which could undermine the development of community wind projects in favor of more corporation-owned wind farms.

OR Senator Wyden introduces eight energy initiatives, including a Low Carbon Fuel Standard, energy loans and biomass legislation.

Dairy producers organize a two-day protest in which they withhold milk from shipment to draw attention to the dire financial situation of the industry. They call the demonstration National Don't Ship Milk Days.

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Opposition to Mandatory National Animal ID Grows

By Mabel Dobbs, Oregon Rural Action Board Secretary and Chair to WORC’s Livestock Committee

As a result of massive grassroots pressure throughout the country, including the Western Organization of Resource Councils, the USDA has decided to hold listening sessions on the proposed mandatory implementation of the National Animal Identification System (NAIS).  This system would first require all livestock, whether or not for commercial sale, to be tagged and tracked; that all “premises,” or all places where the animals will be residing be registered; and that livestock owners report within 24 hours the movement of animals off of their registered premises. Though NAIS is billed as a food safety measure, opponents counter that it is invasive, expensive, and ultimately ineffective in promoting food safety.

When Oregon Rural Action’s Executive Director Andrea Malmberg attended the listening session in Pasco, Washington, the vast majority of people there – from sheep ranchers, to cowboys, to animal rescuers, to 4-Hers – stated that this expensive proposition would likely put them out of business or make their efforts too cumbersome to be worthwhile. The strongest support for the program came from a representative from a company that makes the identification tags.  It’s about time that USDA recognizes the massive grassroots opposition to a mandatory animal identification program.  Five years and $130 million later, there is still not a decent cost benefit analysis. Nothing in the recently issued cost benefit analysis answers our questions about true costs.  It just raises new questions and tries to justify and unworkable program.

USDA states that NAIS is designed to identify and track individual livestock and poultry animals and is a disease-tracking program.   In the wake of outbreaks such as BSE, Brucellosis, Bovine Tuberculosis and other animal diseases, it has become apparent that we are able to trace our animals and deal efficiently with animal health issues.   The need to protect the U.S. food supply is a completely separate and pressing issue that must be dealt with, but NAIS does nothing to inform consumers or ensure that food born illnesses are prevented.  NAIS would simply replace an existing, working form of animal identification with a program that has unknown effectiveness for animal health and unknown costs for those people that own livestock.  

NAIS ends at the point of slaughter, does not trace animal products such as eggs and milk, and therefore does nothing to improve food safety.  Food safety is better served by focusing on programs such as increased testing for bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE/Mad Cow), improved oversight of massive slaughterhouses, confined animal feeding operations (CAFOS), and food processing facilities, and increased inspections of imported livestock and foods. Programs such as NAIS that burden small, sustainable farmers will hurt efforts to develop safer, decentralized local food systems and make it even more difficult for people to access the food they want.

In a letter sent to Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack on April 8, WORC asked several critical questions that impact livestock and poultry producers.  We still have not gotten an answer to these questions.  Considering they have been working on NAIS for over five years, one would think that they could respond in less than six weeks. 

This delay in response makes it evident once again that we will not win this issue if we don’t organize a broad base of people.  The few impacted commercial livestock and poultry producers, 4-H and FFA participants, backyard poultry producers, animal rescuers, and those that perform ecological services using goats for brush and weed control, are too few to make the USDA truly listen. Given the costs involved for the producer, a mandatory NAIS will make it even more difficult for people to access the meat and dairy products they desire locally.  It will not protect our animals, just as it will not protect eaters. 

Contact your public officials to let them know that you're concerned by the USDA's proposal. Tell them you want animal identification to remain voluntary:

Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack

Email: AgSec@usda.gov

Mail: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture


1400 Independence Ave., S.W.


Washington, DC 20250 

Congressman Greg Walden

Email: http://walden.house.gov/ContactGreg.Home.shtml

Mail: 
United States House of Representatives


2352 Rayburn House Office Building


Washington, D.C. 20515-3702

Phone: 202-225-6730

Senator Ron Wyden

Email: http://wyden.senate.gov/contact/
Mail: 
United States Senate


223 Dirksen Senate Office Building


Washington, D.C. 20510-3703

Phone: 202-224-5244

Join with Oregon Rural Action and the Western Organization of Resource Councils and help us defeat this unworkable, expensive program the USDA is trying to force on us.

Thanks for Your Extra Effort and Support!

Jodi Agin-Batten

Dick Austin

Merlyn Baker

Steve Bartell

Gerri Bohm

Teresa Brain

Cori Brewster

Larry Brooks

Don Butcher

Brian Cimmiyotti

Mabel Dobbs

Dave Felley

Kay Firor

Nancy Gledhill

Krystal Green

Molly Hansen

Maxine Hines

Liang Ho

Deb Hoffnagle

Randy and Linda Joseph

Drew Kelly

Carolyn Kulog

Ramon and Carolyn Lara

Doug Lewis

Courtney Loomis

Tony Malmberg

Kevin March

Janet Marie

Sue Miller

Mary McCracken

Gray McGuire

Lin McIntosh

Margaret Mead

Sherry Mendoza

Liberty Merrill

Rich Minogue

Tristin Mock

Kent Osterberg

Eileen Perkins

Cheryl Simpson-Whitaker

Karyn Thompson

Cindy and Eric Townsend

 Karen Wagner

Gus and Shannon Wahner

Jordawn Wambeke

Jeri and Ken Watson

Katie Weaver

Bill Whitaker

Alma Wolf

New Members Since January 2009

Barbara Applebee, La Grande

Kimberly Rose, La Grande

Daniel Roger Williams, Adrian

Katie Weaver, Nyssa

Marcia Wirth, Brogan

Dianne Erickson, Baker City

Jennifer Moore, La Grande

Ralph Nance, La Grande

Kelly McGee, La Grande

Vincent Reynolds, Vale
Oregon Rural Action

Board of Directors: Steve Bartell, Blue Mountain Chapter Rep.; Cori Brewster, Vice-Chair; Mabel Dobbs, Treasurer; Nancy Gledhill, Snake River Chapter Rep.; Randy Joseph, Baker County Chapter Rep.; Ramon Lara, Chair; Janet Rose Marie, Secretary; Rich Minogue, At-Large; Gus Wahner, Columbia Basin Chapter Rep.; and Alma Wolf, At-Large.

Local Chapters: Baker County, Blue Mountain (Union County), Columbia Basin (Umatilla & Morrow Counties), and Snake River (Malheur County)

Staff: Andrea Malmberg, Executive Director; Darci Jones, Organizer; Karl Sutton, Organizer; Shaun Daniel, Communications Director

Contact us:  
info@oregonrural.org  or  (541) 975-2411

THE FURROW

The Newsletter of Oregon Rural Action

The Furrow is published quarterly by Oregon Rural Action with generous assistance from organizations including the McKenzie River Gathering Foundation and members like you. To help us continue with this great publication, please consider making a contribution.   

To learn more about the work we do, visit our website at www.oregonrural.org. 

Contact:

Andrea Malmberg

andrea@oregonrural.org

541-975-2411

Support Oregon Rural Action by becoming a member or by making a donation online at www.oregonrural.org/join
Be Part of Oregon Rural Action’s 

Sustainer’s Circle!  

You now have the opportunity to provide on-going support to Oregon Rural Action with an automatic monthly or quarterly donation from your checking account. Join the Sustainer’s Circle and become part of our backbone of support!

General donations are tax-deductible to the extent allowed by US tax law

Oregon Rural Action is a community-based organization. Our mission is to bring people together to build strong communities. We do this by providing information and tools for local people to use in addressing the issues affecting our communities and by helping community members develop and implement solutions that work. Oregon Rural Action is working to promote social justice, agricultural and economic sustainability, and stewardship of the region's land, air and water.
