
By JENNIFER VINCENT

I’M not sure who the 
Michigan Land Use 
Institute is catering to, 
but it appears to be a 
mixed bag. 

I had to pick my jaw 
off the desk when I read a 

December article by the organization’s 
deputy director, Keith Schneider. 

The article is incredibly good. 
Schneider does a fabulous job of ex-
plaining the situation in Kent County, 
and many other areas of the state, where 
development is gobbling up farming’s 
No. 1 resource: land. He explains the 
importance of agriculture to this state. 
He cites a recent study that reveals the 
state ought to be investing $50 million 
annually to preserve farmland and touts 
agriculture as a stable economic engine 
for the state.

So what’s my problem?
Just one month before, MLUI was 
singing a different tune by slamming 
production animal agriculture — spe-
cifi cally all concentrated animal feeding 
operations. This hypocrisy has been 
going on for some time. I’m guessing it’s 
a strategy to secure multiple funding 
sources by appealing to emotions of 
well-intended donors.

In my December editorial, I blasted 
the organization for supporting a tax 
rebate program in Woodbury County, 
Iowa, for farmers who switch to organic 
methods. MLUI praised the idea and did 
so at the expense of modern production 
agriculture. That article criticized large 
farmers and the processors that sup-
port them, saying they are to blame for 
crumbling rural economies and down-
town businesses closing.

Large and bad not interchangable
One major mission of MLUI is to expose 
CAFOs that violate Michigan’s Clean 
Water Act. A noble cause for sure, since 
no livestock operation — regardless of 
size — should be polluting. But MLUI 
refuses to recognize that most large 
livestock operations comply with regu-
lations. Throwing a dirty blanket over 
the industry is misleading.

As you sit down with your books this 
month, take some time to inventory 
the organizations and causes you sup-
port. If you have questions or concerns, 
voice them and seek answers. Most im-
portantly, make sure whatever you sup-
port is truly in line with your beliefs.

 Following are excerpts from a letter 
that I e-mailed to Mr. Schneider. You can 
read his reply on page 14:

Keith,
Please explain to me your organiza-

tion’s position on farmland preserva-
tion and how that relates to livestock 
agriculture in Michigan. 

I’m having diffi culty in understanding 
just what your organization is trying to 
do. 

In one story, you launch a full-
blown attack on large farming opera-
tions, saying they are the demise of 
rural towns and are “industrial, petro-
chemical-intensive farming,” and then a 
minute later, you go to bat for them as 
an advocate for farmland preservation. 

In your Dec. 12, 2005, article, ‘What’s 

Don’t label all CAFOs as polluters

Good for Farms Is Good for Michigan,” 
you say, “farmland not only aids thriving 
farms, it is also vital to the state’s 
economy.” 

Bravo! I couldn’t agree with you 
more. But farmland is not farmland 
unless you farm it.

You cite the Bradford farm as a prime 

candidate for protection and make very 
compelling arguments to support it.

The Bradfords milk 1,200 cows, as 
you stated in your article. That makes 
them a CAFO. In your article you want 
to protect this farm from development. 
Yet, your organization has repeatedly 
attacked large livestock farms. On your 
Web site, you refer to them as livestock 
factories that often involve, “numerous 
cases of catastrophic spills and chronic 
manure problems.” 

Time and time again your organiza-
tion touts farmland preservation, but 
then slams agriculture.  

What is it that MLUI really wants? Is 
it to preserve land, then get rid of the 
agriculture that’s on it?

The MLUI needs to make a choice. 
Either stop publicly touting farmland 
preservation or quit attacking perfectly 
legal forms of agriculture. I would prefer 
the latter.

Jennifer Vincent, editor
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