
DEFENDING THE CLEAN WATER BLUEPRINT

Political Influence and the Chesapeake Bay
Efforts to clean up the Bay are being attacked by special inter-
ests with enormous political influence. The national agricultural
and development industry groups that are working to derail a
science-based pollution-reduction target (legally known as a
Total Maximum Daily Load or TMDL) spend more than $15
million a year on lobbying and political contributions, accord-
ing to records on file with the U.S. House and Senate and Fed-
eral Election Commission.1

Last year alone, the American Farm Bureau, the Fertilizer Insti-
tute, the National Pork Producers Council, the National Corn
Growers Association, the National Chicken Council, the Na-
tional Turkey Federation, and the U.S. Poultry and Egg Associ-
ation paid a total of 119 lobbyists to work the halls of Congress
and the federal government, spending a total of $9,466,617
lobbying on a variety of subjects, according to forms on file
with the U.S. House and Senate.2

On top of this, political action committees affiliated with these seven
agricultural groups have spent $11,554,872 on campaign contri-
butions to candidates for federal office and related political activities
since 2005, according to the Federal Election Commission.3

These agricultural organizations are not only urging Congress to stop
the pollution limits for the Chesapeake Bay, they also filed a federal
lawsuit against EPA on April 4 that seeks to throw out the Bay pol-
lution-reduction target. On June 27, this legal action was joined by
the National Association of Home Builders, which is also asking the
federal court to throw out the pollution-reduction target.

The National Association of Home Builders poured $2,410,000
into lobbying the federal government last year, paying 33 lob-
byists.4 Through its political action committee, called “BUILD
PAC,” the home builders have doled out $10,849,760 for cam-
paign contributions and political activities at the federal level
since 2005, according to the Federal Election Commission.5

Here are some numbers detailing the lobbying and political 
activities of these opponents of a clean Bay:

American Farm Bureau (including state subsidiaries)

• The American Farm Bureau reported $5,584,814 in lob-
bying expenses in 2010, slightly more than the $5,194,042

in 2009, according to lobbying reports on file with the
clerks of the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate.6

• The American Farm Bureau paid 48 lobbyists in 2010.7

• American Farm Bureau lobbyists opposed (among many
other bills) the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem
Restoration Act and the Clean Water Restoration Act.8

• The American Farm Bureau has numerous political action
committees (PACs) linked to affiliated state Farm Bureau
offices, which have spent a total of $8,648,678 on cam-
paign contributions and other political activities since
2005, according to the Federal Election Commission.9

Fertilizer Institute

• The Fertilizer Institute reported $1,485,254 in lobbying
expenses in 2010, compared to $1,351,466 in 2009, 
according to forms on file with the clerks of the U.S. House
of Representatives and Senate.10

• The Fertilizer Institute employed four lobbyists in 2010.11

• Among other subjects, Fertilizer Institute lobbyists have
fought important environmental legislation—including the
Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem Restoration Act
of 2009. These lobbyists also supported legislation that
would prohibit EPA from issuing any regulations to control
greenhouse gas emissions.12

• The Fertilizer Institute also has a political action commit-
tee, called “Fert PAC,” that has distributed $444,991 for
political activities since 2005, according to the Federal
Election Commission.13

National Pork Producers Council

• The National Pork Producers Council reported $1,126,549
in lobbying expenses in 2010, and $1,305,811 in 2009,
according to forms on file with the clerks of the U.S. House
of Representatives and Senate.14

• The National Pork Producers Council paid 31 lobbyists in 2010.15
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• Among other bills, pork lobbyists fought the Food Safety
Enhancement Act of 2009, and supported legislation 
that would prohibit the federal or state governments 
from issuing air pollution control permits for hog livestock
businesses.16

• The National Pork Producers Council also has a political
action committee, called “Pork PAC,” which has distrib-
uted $728,966 for political activities since 2005, according
to the Federal Election Commission.17

National Corn Growers Association

• The National Corn Growers Association spent $495,000
on lobbying in 2010, slightly more than the $485,000 
it spent in 2009, according to according to forms on 
file with clerks of the U.S. House of Representatives 
and Senate.18

• The National Corn Growers Association paid 12 lobbyists
in 2010.19

• The National Corn Growers Association opposed,
among other bills, the Chesapeake Clean Water and
Ecosystem Restoration Act of 2009 and the Clean Water
Restoration Act.20

• The National Corn Growers Association has a political ac-
tion committee, called “Corn PAC,” that has distributed
$384,959 for political activities since 2005, according to
the Federal Election Commission.21

National Chicken Council

• The National Chicken Council spent $595,000 on lobby-
ing in 2010, almost four times the $150,000 it spent in
2009, according to forms on file with the clerks of the U.S.
House of Representatives and Senate.22

• The National Chicken Council paid 20 lobbyists in 2010.23

• The National Chicken Council opposed, among other bills,
the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem Restoration
Act of 2009 and the Preservation of Antibiotics for Medical
Treatment Act.24

• The National Chicken Council has a political action com-
mittee, the National Broiler Chicken Council PAC that has
contributed $841,336 for political activities since 2005,
according to the Federal Election Commission.25

National Turkey Federation

• The National Turkey Federation spent $140,000 on lobby-
ing in 2010, less than half the $320,000 it spent in 2009,
according to forms on file with the clerks of the U.S. House
of Representatives and Senate.26

• The National Turkey Federation paid three lobbyists in 2010.27

• The National Turkey Federation opposed, among other
bills, the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem Restora-
tion Act of 2009 and the Preservation of Antibiotics for
Medical Treatment Act.28

• The National Turkey Federation has a political action com-
mittee, called “TUR PAC,” that has distributed $505,942
for political activities since 2005.29

U.S. Poultry & Egg Association

• The U.S. Poultry & Egg Association spent $40,000 lobby-
ing in 2010, and the same amount in 2009, according to
according to forms on file with the clerks of the U.S. House
of Representatives and Senate.30

• The U.S. Poultry & Egg Association paid one lobbyist in 2010.31

• Among other subjects, the U.S. Poultry & Egg Association lob-
bied EPA on its Chesapeake Bay strategy and the federal agency’s
rules for Confined Animal Feeding Operations or “CAFOs.”32

National Association of Homebuilders

• The National Association of Homebuilders spent
$2,410,000 lobbying at the federal level in 2010, and
$4,935,000 in 2009, according to forms on file with the
clerks of the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate.33

• The National Association of Homebuilders paid 33 lobby-
ists in 2010.34

• The National Association of Homebuilders opposed,
among other legislation, the Chesapeake Clean Water and
Ecosystem Restoration Act of 2009, the Clean Water Pro-
tection Act, and the Clean Water Restoration Act.35

• The National Association of Homebuilders has a political action
committee, called “Build PAC,” that has distributed $10,849,760
for federal campaign contributions and other political activities
since 2005, according to the Federal Election Commission.36
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