THE

WET, WET

WEST

If there’s a “water
shortage,” why are they
growing rice in
California?

by Ronald Brownstein and Nina Easton

As a public issue, water usually doesn’t cause

much of a ripple outside the West, but lately
it has been splashing all over the covers of na-
tional magazines. Reporters and photographers
invariably return east with the same story of de-
spair—drying streambeds, overdrafted rivers,
parched landscapes. And the articles invariably
ask the same question: Are we running out?

The answer is yes, but it misses the point. It
doesn’t say anything about why we’re running
out. The reason is that water is too cheap. If it
weren’t too cheap, it wouldn’t be overused, which
would mean it wouldn’t be scarce, which in turn
would mean it wouldn’t be the subject of maga-
zine stories. Simple enough.

But the explanation of exactly how water came
to be so cheap out west is not simple at all. It’sa
complicated story that has to do with dreams of
national growth and dreams of getting rich. That
other factors get in the way of those dreams—
water shortages, budget crises, fairness of distri-
bution questions—hasn’t dampened the enthusi-
asm with which they’re embraced.

Of course, in the West, water is power, as John
Wesley Powell first pointed out more than 100
years ago. In a classic 1878 report to Congress,
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Powell wrote that while land was abundant in the
West, water was scarce, so whoever controlled
the water would also control the land—the
reverse of the situation in the East. Without
water, he reasoned, the homesteaders wouldn’t

. stand a chance. This brought him to the conclu-

sion that federally subsidized irrigation projects
would have to be built.

These projects have had their uses. They’ve
turned arid land like the San Joaquin Valley into
one of the [ushest and most productive farm areas
in the country, and they’ve helped make the West
inhabitable for large numbers of people. But in
recent years, as dams and projects have gone up
in all the most appropriate spots, the idea of
never-ending irrigation no longer makes sense.
Not only have the projects become the personifi-
cation of wasteful pork-barrel politics; they’ve
thrown nature—and the western economy that is
based on it—out of kilter.

At every step of the way, the projects and the
subsidies they create have made it cheaper for

.people to use water than to save it. The water

from these projects is priced atsuch a cut rate that
use by farmers has become more than profli-
gate—it’s downright destructive. While the West
as a whole lies parched, individual farmers act as
if water is as plentiful as air. The legal claims on
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the Colorado River, for instance, are almost 20
percent greater than the yearly flow of the river
itself. “If you don’t control use,” says an aide to
Representative George Miller of California, who
has been active on the issue, “you won’t have
enough water even if you dam all of northern
California and turn Oregon into a lake.”

It would be one thing if copious water were
necessary to make farming efficient and produc-
tive. But it isn’t. A General Accounting Office
report recently concluded that more than 50 per-
cent of the country’s irrigation water is wasted.

And it’s a select few who get to do the wasting.
When Congress, under prodding from Teddy
Roosevelt, set up the Bureau of Reclamation in
1902, it intended the cheap water to go only to
small and medium-sized farms. “The purpose, so
far as the right to use water is concerned,” said the
father of the Reclamation Act, Francis G. New-
lands, back in 1901, “is to prevent monopoly of
lands.” Of course, things haven’t turned out
exactly as Roosevelt and Newlands envisioned.
In fact for 80 years the law has been honored in
the breach. Almost half of the western land re-
ceiving subsidized water is owned by a handful of
farmers who have never bothered to conform to
any acreage limitation.

In fact, the group of farmers now receiving and
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wasting the taxpayer-sponsored cheap water
includes some of the biggest, most successful
farmers in the country. They’ve learned to ignore
the laws they don’t like and live by the ones that
suit them. The ones that suit them most, of
course, are those that allow them to buy their
water at a fraction of its cost of production.

The Price Is Wrong

Why big farmers get a water subsidy isn’t too
hard to figure out. They hold sway politically—
and always have. The more interesting question is
how the water coimes to these western farmers for
five to ten percent of what it should cost. How
have they made this little arrangement work?

When municipalities receive federal water,
they raise the money to repay the government
through a water user’s tax. Farmers start out the
same way. Before a project is begun, they organ-
ize a water district, which has the legal authority
to levy taxes and negotiate a rate and repayment
plan with the federal Bureau of Reclamation. The
water district charges farmers on a per-acre basis,
then pays back the federal government. Districts
that benefit from smaller projects, such as diver-
sions and canals, handle operations and mainte-
nance themselves; larger projects are contracted
entirely to the feds.
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If you haven't yet spotted where the subsidy
comes in, don’t worry. A system of this kind can
be pulled and twisted like a weed when placed in
the right hands. Take interest payments. Recipi-
ents of water provided by a particular project are
supposed to pay back the government the cost of
the project over 40 years or so (after a grace pe-
riod of up to ten years), but in the case of farmers,
this has been interpreted to mean without inter-
est. Given inflation, of course, interest-free loans
eventually become indistinguishable from hand-
outs. The GAO recently studied several projects
under construction and estimated that by the
time the costs are repaid, the subsidies will total
in excess of 90 percent. Even municipalities are
sometimes forced to chip in small amounts of in-
terest on their share of a project’s cost, but farm-
ers ante up hterally nothing extra.

And the principal that farmers repay the gov-
ernment has been whittled away, too through
something called an “ability to pay” provision.
Like “the public interest” or “fairness,” “ability to
pay” is one of those legal definitions that leave a
lot of running room in the backfield. The water
district determines that ability by analyzing farm
size, price, type, and quality of crops, and how
much increase in profit a new water project
would create. 1t is a subjective process, to say the
least, one that the GAO charged this year is often
aimed toward guaranteeing profits for the
farmers.

Routinely, even the most successful of land-
owners are not found to have much ability when
it comes to paying for the project. In the San Joa-
quin Valley, for instance, the Friant-Kern Canal
provides water for land owned by Getty Oil,
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- “Part1 A
Wlll we hfa*ve' to grow**Wh
on Astro Turf’

by Cary Klmble ,

When: farmers~wfrom the West and elsee
‘where—go to Washington each year topleadfor
‘their subsidies, they have to conjure up. some o

very inspired arguments for why {

| like other businesses and why it shouldn i be sub-’“

ject’ to the whims of the free market. -
“The best abstract argument usually goes

something like this: farmers have a specialre- ;
“that farmers‘have a responsrbrhty to pracmcc .
- some form of soil conservationin exchange for
* the subsidiesis heresy. Voluntary conserva{ron Is
. as far as they'll go.

sponsrblhty not only to feed the nationand serve
" as a breadbasket for much-of the world, but to
“serve asthe guardians-of the country S MOSt pres
cious resource—land: .

That sounds very nice, and alo1 ng wrth some
_other minor consrderatlons like farm’bloc ot-
ing power and enormous campaign
tions by agricultural groups, it’s usua gh
to keep the farmers’ safety net in place. Eventhis

 crops, tax: advantages for farm investment, crop

dellghts . e

hganons you might expect that'fa‘ ers W
be required to do their part to preserve t
ural legacy of the land. Not so. Even sugges

_ishne
~group if it werent for the fact that such thinking

'I“hrs, would be just another routine case of self-
and hypocrisy on the partof an interest -

may kill the golden goose. Our very'success in i

, producmg vast quantities of good, eheap food<~ =+ -
“year, despite Reagan’s modest. attempts toprune -
“it, federal aid to farmers will include notjust =
water but generous price supports forr many

and-it is ‘one of the greattriumphs of modern -
‘world hrstory—»has been accompamcd by an ex-~

© travagant failure to take care of the land proper—?
.. Ty Owur bitter harvest may be of dust, '
-insurance, and a bountiful assortment. of othe

The truth is that the country is losrng more
psoil to erosion today than it did du,rmg the
wortst days of the Depressron dust bowl. By the -
nservative estimates, wind erosion will o :
use the loss of about one brlhon;tons oftopsoit =~
yéar. That’s nothing, hewever, comparedto = -
e four billion tons eroded by another, perhaps.. ..
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Tenneco West, J. G. Boswell (a huge cotton cor-
poration), and other prosperous companies.
Their ability to.pay for the water was calculated
by the water district to be $3.50 per acre-foot—
one-seventh of what even low-priced California
state-produced water costs.

And there’s yet another step where the govern-
ment’s generosity can display itself. After calcu-
lating the ability to pay, the water districts enter
into negotiations with the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to agree on the district’s overall share of the
cost of a project. Since most of the irrigation
projects double as generators of electricity, and
the power companies pass on costs to the con-
sumer, the water districts don’t have much of a
tab anyway. And what bills they do have are
negotiable.

This is good news for farmers. The Bureau, as

you might imagine, doesn’t drive a very hard bar-
gain with the locals. It can’t be tough without
jeopardizing its role as the government agency
devoted to reclamation. The result is that the con-
tracts with the water districts get influenced by
local farm politics and end up favorable to the
party that cares most—the farmers.

One water district has figured out how to make
the water even cheaper. The huge Westlands dis-
trict near Fresno, California, never bothered to
sign a long-term contract with the U.S. govern-
ment and has operated for more than 15 years
under short-term contracts that come on very
favorable terms.

Now, finally, Westlands is being called on the
arrangement, and the man forcing the district to
sign a longer contract on better terms for the gov-
ernment is none other than James Watt, long the

less natural force—water.
Yes, a lot of thatwater the federal government

has helped pump into.American farms may some-

day hurt those farms much more than it helps
them. It will hurt, in the Tong run, not only be-
cause the overuse of water is itself causing
erosion, but because of what the water repre-
sents—a federal commitment to production
above all else. Though the government some-
times tries to keep prices high by paying farmers
not to farm, the everall thrust of Department of
Agriculture policy is'to spur production: This
has been especially true since the 1972 Soviet
wheat deal, when the government began tothink
about feeding not only Americans and allies-but
our adversaries as well.

That thinking, combined with the rise of the
absentee landowner, has given us too many
farmers who plant fence-row to fence-row and
neglect to rotate crops (it’s more convenient and
thus more profitable to stick with a single crop).
Doing so leaves the land more susceptibleto the
elements and prevents proper rejuvenation.

There are two government agencies charged
with confronting the problem: the Soil Conser-
vation Service and its rival, also in the Agricul-
ture Department, the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service. Both tend to do what

worsens soil erosion rather than eases it. A 1977

GAO report declared that production, not con-
servation, was the main goal of the department’s
conservation programs. More importantly, the
report found that farmers who participated in
USDA conservation programs were not doing
any better with soil retention than those who did
not participate. Since then, the department has
instituted some reforms, but these have yet to

~ scratch the surface of the problem.

Federal conservation efforts have been un-
successful not only because they have stressed
production; but because they have been viewed
as more meddling from Washington. Thisis why
Reagan’s Agriculture Secretary John Block is
not inclined to do much aboutthe problem,
though he admits it may be the most serious issue
faced by his department.

What Block has so far ignored is that soil con-
servation can in fact be accomplished in a way
that is consistent with-Reaganism: itcanbe done
locally, through what is called “‘cross compli-
ance”—a requirement that farmers accepting
federal aid comply with some rudimentary form
of locally designed soil conservation. Where
local circumstances differ, requirements would
differ. Tilling the land less when planting, for in-
stance, can in some cases reduce erosion by 50
percent. Crop rotation and planting grass after
harvest are other remedies.

Because he wants to pass down the farm to his
children in good condition, the familyfarmer of-
ten makes a greater-effort than others to practice
some of these expensive soil-conservation
methods. But the big land-management compa-
nies sometimes interested in squeezing the land
for all it’s worth and then selling out to develop-
ers often think short-term. For them, soil con-
servation makes about as much sense as giving
your car a tune-up on the way to the used-carlot.

These farmers must be made to think differ-
ently. If they want federal subsidies, they must
agree to help preserve the land for the future.
That’s not a bad bargain—for farmers, or for the
country.

Cary Kimble is a Washington writer.
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defender of the large corporations that own most
of the land in Westlands. Watt isn’t asking much.
He simply wants to raise the price of Westlands
water from $7.50 an acre-foot (they pay $12.50 an
acre-foot above a certain quantity) to about $13.
That’s still only about Aalf the price of water pro-
vided by the state. Any way you look atit, the rich
farmers continue to make out fine.

But to hear it from them, their old friend Jim
Watt is selling them down the irrigation canal.
With the subtle touch that has won him so many
admirers among environmentalists, Watt threat-
ened to cut off Westlands’s water next January if
it didn’t sign the long-term contract. Westlands
sued Watt, and the Environmental Defense
Fund, siding for once with its nemesis, tried to
enter the case on the government’s behalf. Watt
apparently found that even more unpleasant than
being sued by the landowners, and he opposed
EDFs efforts to join. The judge, sensing a free-
for-all, agreed.

The remarkable thing about the case is how in-
satiable western landowners are. According to
Department of Interior figures, Westlands farm-
ers are already taking in a subsidy of $1,422 per
acre over the course of their repayment period.
For someone with 1,000 acres, that’s about $1.4
million from Uncle Sam over the years. For the
couple of dozen companies owning tens of thou-
sands of acres in the Westlands district, that’'s—
well, you can figure it out.

Outlaws

Sure, the size of the farms receiving the cheap
water is alarming—it means a few rich men and
companies get richer by virtue of the government
(and it doesn’t make food cheaper—the Depart-
ment of Agriculture says the optimum size for a
farm is 200 to 400 acres). But the whole arrange-
ment is also i/legal. Under the 1902 Reclamation
Act, which is still on the books, cheap federal
water is limited to those owning 160 acres or less.

“FRANK CHURCH deplores the Ad-
ministration’s ‘rigid anti-Soviet
ideology.” Let’s unpack this form-
ula, shall we? ‘Rigid’ means firm
where you should be squishy.
‘Anti-Soviet’ means negative with-
out provocation. ‘Ideology’ means
it’s all in Reagan’s head: there’s
no Soviet threat.
Thank God this
sort-of Newspeak
is becoming Old-
speak.”

For a free copy of the
current assue of Na-
tional Review, write to
Dept. W-8 150 East
35th Street, New York,
New York 10016.
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Even when interpreted as loosely as possible, the
outer limit is still under 1,000 acres. And the
framers of the law tacked on a residency clause
requiring farmers to live near their farms, an ob-
vious reference to the big landholders of the
day—railroads.

Of course, passing a law and enforcing it are
two very different things. The railroads and the
big growers bet that they could both keep their
huge holdings and receive federal water, and it
was a smart wager. Seventy-five years after the
act was passed, about 91 percent of the farmers
receiving water were in compliance with the acre-
age limitation, but the nine percent not in compli-
ance owned 48 percent of the land in the
program. A

Over the years, the landowners figured out var-
ious ways to get around the acreage limitation.
Some transferred the land titles to “paper farm-
ers” (friends or even foreign investors who would
hold the extra land). Others signed contracts
promising to turn over the excess land several
years down the road. But for the most part none
of the landowners had anything to worry about.
In the decades since the Progressive Era, the gov-
ernment has never been much interested in taking
on the big growers.

But in 1976, a group representing small farm-
ers finally won a court order forcing the Depart-
ment of Interior to issue regulations enforcing the
Act. When Cecil Andrus complied in 1977, the
big landowners went to court—after consulting
with James Watt, then head of the Mountain
States Legal Foundation—and successfully sus-
pended the rules. Watt and company took a leaf
from the environmentalists’ book: they charged
that Andrus had neglected to fill out an environ-
mental impact statement. What’s more, the ploy
worked.

By the time Andrus finally got clearance to is-
sue the regulations forcing the big farms to split
up or pay up, the Carter administration wasin its
final hours. And the new secretary, while willing
to tangle with growers over the exact price of
water, is not about to step across the bar and
challenge a time-honored way of doing business
that he recently helped defend. In fact, Watt sus-
pended the regulations in February and is now
drafting legislation to revise the Reclamation Act
and eliminate once and for all Teddy Roosevelt’s
silly notion that government water should go to
those who need it.

Down the Drain

Of course, if fairness and legality were all there
was at issue, this wouldn’t be much of a new
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story. These ideals have been knocked around by
western water interests for 75 years. No, the real
issue here is use. The reason for enforcing anacre
limitation would be to prevent water from being
wasted. If those big farms had to pay for their
water, they wouldn’t take it for granted. They
wouldn’t throw land into production that is poor
in quality, and they wouldn’t flood fields that
could just as effectively be sprinkled. Most of all,
they wouldn’t create a drainage problem (that’s
right, drainage in the dry West) that may cost bil-
lions of government dollars to solve.

Farming arid land isn’t objectionable in itself.
But it has gotten to the point where much of the
land is farmed for no reason other than that water
is dirt cheap. If farmers have to pay only five or
ten percent of the water’s cost, they will always
find a new patch of land to add to their farms.
Many of the farms in Northern California’s Glen-
Colusa water district, for instance, grow rice, one
of the most water-intensive crops of all. Instead

of using sprinkler systems, many western farmers
often employ less expensive open-ditch irriga-
tion, which consumes many times as much water.
The net effect is a situation where some western
cities have to set up water-allocation programs
while the farms outside of town go hog wild.

But in throwing practically every acre thatisn’t
already under a house into production, the farm-
ers have included hundreds of thousands of acres
that should never have been farmed. Westlands
was so inspired by the cheap water that it man-
aged to convince the Bureau of Reclamation to
add a few pipes here, a few pipes there . . . until it
had tacked on 130,000 acres that were never sup-
posed to have received water from the area’s proj-
ects at all.

The reason this acreage wasn’t supposed to re-
ceive water is that like so much land in the West it

- doesn’t drain well. The problem is this: The sun

evaporates the purest part of the water left over
from irrigation, leaving the saltier stuff to drip

THE GONE EARTH

Part 11

Will we have to grOw Whe‘atiy

on concrete?

by Tom Graves

Looked at as a whole, the realities of modern

| farming are stranger than an udderless cow:.On:

the one hand, there’s the West, where water is
priced so cheap that it often makes senseto farm
arid land..On the other hand, there’s lush farm-
land in the East and Midwest that is worth so
“much when converted to other uses that it often
makes no-sense to farm at all. To put it another
way, we sometimes end up farming the worst
property and turning the best into shopping
malls. ; :
The result of the latter trend is that the country
may soon be facing a shortage of what the ‘Soil
Conservation Service defines as-*“prime” farms

land, land with the most favorable soil types for -

production. According to the federally spon-
sored Agricultural Lands Study, three million
acres of prime farmland are converted annually,
about 70 percent of them to make room for urban
sprawl. The-other 30 percentis flooded with
watér impounded for sewer lagoons, power
plants, irrigation, or fresh drinking water -Still
more land is'idle because farmers near housing
projects find it difficult to-farm around their new

neighbors. lowa has lost 1.2 mllhon prime acres

since World War'l1, Texas has'lost 1.6 miillion®

just since 1975, and Florida may lose all of its. .

prime farmland within the next 15 or 20 years.
In relation to the total acreage of the whole

:country, that's not very significant. But the lush. - '

topsoil that first attracted European settlers to- k
the North American continent is not present

everywhere, and if we continue to-build on itin- =

stead of the less fertile land nearby, there won’t be
much prime farmland left by the end of the cen-

‘tury. What’s particularly frightening is that the -
. problem of disappearing prime farmland first be-.
~-came acute during the 1970s, wh ; ,
~and -construction. tapered off. Imagine what . . -

“could happen during boom years.
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down below the surface. This creates pools a few
feet down that get pulled up through the roots
and hurt crops. If the pool gets all the way back to
the surface, the remaining water will evaporate
and the salt will form a crust over the soil. In
other words, the land is always either flooded or
on its way to being a desert again.

Having created this drainage problem by using
water where they shouldn’t, what would you ex-
pect the water districts of the San Joaquin Valley
to do next? Silly question. Why, plan a drainage
project, of course, at a cost to the state and
federal government of as much as $1 billion. The
farmers figure if they keep pouring on the water
and keep making noise about the desert wiping
out farmland, sooner or later the feds will crack
and come up with the money.

Whether they will crack on this and many
other water projects on the drawing boards (or al-
ready under construction) is unclear. A major
conflict on the water issue is shaping up within

the Reagan administration. Reagan has no inter-
est in going out of his way to alienate western
farmers, particularly because many of the Cali-

‘fornia growers are among his oldest friends and

backers. Their ties to others in the administra-
tion—Attorney General William French Smith,
for one—are also nothing to scoff at. But the
budget-cutting fever is such that federal commit-
ments for new water projects are unlikely. No
new project starts were announced this year, and
in the latest round of budget cuts, the Bureau of
Reclamation is slated for a $100 million trim-
ming.

The bottom line, then, is no infusion of money
for water projects for awhile, but also no efforts
to change the water-pricing system so less water is
wasted. Of course, until the price of water for
farmers more accurately reflects its real cost in
the marketplace, gross overuse will continue—as
will those stories about how the West is running
dry. O

The farmers themselves are in a pickle on this
one. They-don’t exactly cheer the disappearance
of farmland, but they also want to be able to sell
their assets when they want to—or, more likely,
when-they have to. 'Forthe absentee landlords
and land-management companies that-own
farms close to urban areas, the dilemma is less
painful—but ‘the problem exists for all farmers.
Realities are forcing:them out of farming, andif
that means paving over some of the nation’s best
topsoil, well, they somenmes have no other
choice:

With the Reagan administration’s new tax cut,
inheritance taxes—the traditional bane of family
farmers—have been virtually eliminated. But it’s
real estate taxes that often cause the conversion
of the land to other uses. In most states, land 1s
.appraised for taxes on its valuein the market-
place, so once development begins inanarea bor-
dering farmland, the assessment on farm acres
jumps dramatically—and pushes the farmer over
the edge. The average price of anacre of farmland
in Loudoun County, Virginia, for instance, has
jumped from $147 in 1950 to more than $4,000an
acre today.

_ Until recently, the U.S. Department of Agn-
culture also contributed to the problem. Incredi-
bly, the department’s Farmers Home Adminis-
tration was helping finance water systems, rental
housing, industrial parks, and other projects that
resulted in prime farmland conversion. The Car-
ter administration stopped that, but USDA is not
yet an advocate within the government of farm-
land preservation. Reagan’s secretary of agricul-

ture, John Block, showed some signs of sensitiv-
ity to the issue when he headed Illinois’s agricul-
ture department, but he’s up against philosophi-
cal objections from.conservatives that will
probably prevent any federal action. Last year, a
bill merely declaring that solutions to the prob-
lem of disappearing farmiand should be studied
was rejected by the House of Representatives. It
seems the Farm Bureau, the nation’s largest farm
group, convinced the House that even worrying
about the problem smacked of “federal land-use
planning;” which:in the ‘Farm Bureau’smind is a-
code word for socialism, That the Bureau’s posi-
tion may eventually destroy farming (and thus,
the Bureau itself) didn’t seem tofaze the lobbyists
or.members of Congress. No change is expected
in this session. ;
Farmers have an understandable resentment
toward land-use planning. Who wantsto be told.
by the government not to sell his land? Still soci-

" ety as a whole does hold a certain stake in assur-

ing that our best-farmland doesn't get turned into
garages and rec rooms, and the medicine to pre-
vent that doesn’t need to be as poisonous as con- |
servatives think.-But first we have'to figure out
what that medicine is—which combination of tax
incentives and local zoning ordinances would
both respect the rights of farmers and encourage
development of less-prime land: Doing that
requires an acknowledgment that the problem
exists. Farmers, and the rest of us, might start
there. a

Tom Graves writes on agricultural topics in Iowa.
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The
Political
Puzzle

by John Barclay

The numbers indicate the
number of letters and words, e.g.,
(2,3) means a two-letter word
followed by a three-letter word.
Groups of letters, e.g., USA, are
treated as one word.

23

27

29

9 10

12
13

16 17

19 20 21 22

24 25 26
28
30 31

ACROSS

DOWN

Answers [0 last month's puzzle:

1. See 31 Across. (4)
3. See 31 Across. (5)
6. Fellow who makes one sore?
(4)
11. See 31 Across. (7)
12. See 31 Across. (7)
13. Cheerleader Commissioner?
()
14. Places ornate Inca stool. (9)
15. Qverdue story back inbed.(7)
16. Mere ups become the
highest. (7)
18. Goes to court for appearing?
{(7)
21. Records of confused Sun
item. (7)
Ten mangle atrociously one
above the crowd. (9)
Strange stern tears. (5)
Rank created in new lord, in a
loose way. (7)
Desire created via CARE
package. (7)
29. See 31 Across. (4)
30. See 31 Across. (5)
31. Informal title held by 1, 3, 11,
© 12,29, 30 Across, and 21
Down. (4)
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25.
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28.
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10.
15.
17.
19.

20.

Good book gets good grade in
liver product. (5)

Fights for crazy Roger’s first
egg lusts. (9)

Strange 154 day description
of old building. (3-4)

Blocks things? (7)

Must arrange oaths. (3.2)
Avengers shun piers
selectively. (9)

Bordeaux product involved
cartel. (6)

Take evening meal in humble
dwelling for silence. (4,2)
Accomplishes with second
circuits removed? (6,3)

One sex event upset broad.
(9)

Freudian term and fish out of
gear. (6)

Scrambled male egg for
handicap. (4,3)

. See 31 Across. (7)
. Set Marlon right. (6)
. Andre wildly attacks big

business. (5)

. A pace around the point is

difficult. (5)




