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H.R. 2454 SEC. 551 `(13) `(A)
	There are two questions of value presented in Kevin Drum's article "Betting the Farm." The first is the question of whether we need to reign in pollution and global warming. The second is the question of whether agriculture should be allowed to pollute with impunity whilst other sectors are burdened with complying with the "yes" answer to the first question. According to Drum, the farmers think the answer to the second question is 'no.' They don't even want to bear the slightest of industry's burden, shying away from a decrease in income of "1% at most for the next nine years, 
according to the USDA" due to the tax on chemical factories and power plants (Drum, 2). After the readings we've done—especially the poignant piece on the Maldives—my answer to the first question, like the answer of the EPA, is "yes." Given that Drum's answer seems to be "yes" as well, my first instinct in reading his article would be to check his facts and guard myself against getting too into his arguments. There's only one fact that needs to be checked, however: everything else in Drum's article is sensical and believable, given the text of H.R. 2454, Section 551.
	In his article, Drum mentions that when the farmers sought out protection for corn ethanol, EPA scientists ran studies that showed that, given the resultant clearcutting of rainforests in Brazil (for pastureland for cattle displaced by soy displaced by feed corn displaced by ethanol corn crops), the production of ethanol actually had a total carbon footprint equal to or greater than that of gasoline (Drum, 3). According to Drum, the agriculture lobby responded by insisting that H.R. 2454, "Waxman-Markey," the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009, forbid the consideration of indirect land-use changes when the carbon footprint of ethanol is being assessed. This would disregard the deforestation in Brazil, make corn ethanol look ecologically viable, and encourage the dissemination of both. This change to H.R. 2454, if indeed as mulish as Drum presents it, would be a major blow against the farmers' credibility for me. Were Drum exaggerating, and if this amendment were more mild, then perhaps other aspects of Drum's article would come under suspicion... but he isn't. Following is the text of SEC. 551 `(13) `(A):

"‘(A) EXCLUSION FROM REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS REGARDING LIFECYCLE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS- Notwithstanding the definition of ‘lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions’ in paragraph (1)(H), for purposes of determining whether the fuel meets a definition in paragraph (1) or complies with paragraph (2)(A)(i), the Administrator shall exclude emissions from indirect land use changes outside the renewable fuel’s feedstock’s country of origin."
	This is a joke! "Notwithstanding?" The above states, essentially, that even though the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of a fuel should consider emissions from indirect land use changes outside of America, they won't. Drum isn't making mountains out of molehills; he is accurately representing the inanity of the agriculture lobby. Maybe this amendment was designed merely for innocent profit (supposing such a thing exists) on the part of the farmers, but it reeks to me of a "no" to the first question of value I identified in this paper. The facts are clear because the agriculture lobby is covering its derrière: corn ethanol clearly has a carbon footprint similar to that of gasoline. 
	In order to take a position on the controversy, one must only know one's own answer to that first question of value, and that answer won't come from this article. If you are for the reduction of anthropogenic contributions to global warming, you are against corn ethanol and the agriculture lobby; if you want to "give Iowans an ocean view," as Drum puts it, you're in favor of corn ethanol. All questions of perspective are quelled by H.R. 2454, Section 551.
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