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Executive Summary

The way animals are raised for food has changed
significantly over the past several decades. Small and
medium-sized farms have been pushed out by factory
farms housing thousands of animals in crowded spaces.
Factory farms:

+ produce enormous volumes of waste
« fuel climate change

+ pollute air and water

+ exploit workers

« harm animal welfare

+ drive antibiotic resistance and

* harm rural communities.

The transition to factory farms was not an accident.

It was fueled by bad farm policies that led to an over-
production of cheap feed and to unrestricted access
to antibiotics to keep disease at bay in overcrowded
confinement buildings. It was further enabled by
federal regulators allowing the biggest meat compa-
nies to unfairly dominate the market and by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and states failing to
uphold environmental laws.

It is time for a ban on factory farms. To get rid of factory
farms, we need to change the fundamental structure of
the food system, which will require policy change. And
policy change will only come from building the political

power to elect decision makers who are not beholden
to the meat industry.

Food & Water Watch recommends:

+ The federal and state governments must enact
aggressive policies to address climate change,
including policies to limit the contribution of agricul-
ture to climate change.

+ Federal and state regulators should ban factory
farms by not allowing new factory farm operations
to be built or existing factory farms to expand.

« The federal, state and local governments should
enforce environmental laws on existing factory
farms, including restoring control over siting and
practices to local governments, requiring permits
for all factory farms and holding vertically inte-
grated companies responsible for the pollution
created by the animals they own.

+ The federal and state governments should support
the research and technical assistance needed to
transition existing factory farm operations, contract
growers and family farm grain producers to diversi-
fied operations that can serve regional markets.

+ Public policy and government spending at all levels
should prioritize rebuilding the infrastructure
needed for diversified, smaller-scale livestock
production using regenerative practices to supply
regional markets.

What Is a Factory Farm?

bring food to them.

A factory farm is a facility that raises large numbers of food animals
in a confined situation, concentrating the animals, and their manure,
in a small area. Instead of allowing animals to forage for their feed in
pasture or other open areas, factory farms confine the animals and

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) uses the term
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) to describe these
operations. The EPA defines medium and large CAFOs with a combina-
tion of how manure is handled and the number of animals on the site.
For the purposes of this report, we are defining factory farms as those
that the EPA would classify as medium or large CAFOs, which contain:

+ Greater than 200 head of mature dairy cattle
« Greater than 300 head of cattle (beef)

* Greater than 750 hogs over 55 pounds

+ Greater than 3,000 hogs under 55 pounds

+ Greater than 16,500 turkeys

+ Greater than 25,000 egg-laying chickens

* Greater than 37,500 broiler (meat) chickens
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Introduction

Livestock production has changed significantly over
the past several decades. Small and medium-sized
farms raising food animals have been pushed out
by factory farms housing thousands of animals in
crowded spaces. These operations produce enor-
mous volumes of waste, pollute the air and water,
exploit workers, harm animal welfare, fuel antibiotic
resistance and climate change, and harm the rural
communities they are purported to benefit.

Since 1997, the total number of U.S. farms fell sharply
while the number of livestock soared, as did the
percentage of animals raised on factory farms. This
transition was not an accident. It was fueled by bad
farm policies that led to an overproduction of cheap
feed that robbed crop farmers of their profits and
benefited the largest players in the meat industry. It
was aided by unrestricted access to antibiotics to keep
disease at bay in overcrowded confinement buildings. It
was further enabled by the U.S. Department of Justice
giving its blessing to megamergers that resulted in
the top meatpacking firms controlling the majority of
the market,' and by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and states failing to uphold our nation’s
environmental laws.

The Urgent Case for a Ban on Factory Farms

Small and medium-sized farms face numerous
obstacles, from federal programs that give preference
to factory farms to slaughterhouses that refuse to do
business with smaller operators. Meanwhile, more

and more rural communities are becoming sacrifice
zones for the factory farm industry, where toxic air and
polluted water become a fact of life.

We cannot continue this failed experiment. It is time for
a ban on factory farms. The health of our rural commu-
nities — and our planet — depends on it.

Climate Change

The latest climate science makes it clear that we must
take bold action in the next 10 years if we are to avoid
the worst impacts of climate change. Global average
temperatures are 1.0 degrees Celsius (°C) higher

than before the Industrial Revolution that spurred

our now-crippling dependency on fossil fuels. This
warming has led to dramatic, planet-wide ecological
and climatic changes. In 2014, the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change reported that “recent climate
changes have had widespread impacts on human

and natural systems,” including increasingly frequent
violent storms, droughts, floods, acidifying and rapidly
warming oceans and altered growing seasons.?



These changes affect everyone. In 2015, nations of

the world met in Paris to negotiate the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change and agreed
that preventing the planet from warming 1.5 °C above
pre-industrial levels “would significantly reduce the
risks and impacts of climate change.” This will require
aggressive action on many fronts, including reducing
meat consumption and dramatically changing the way
that food animals are raised.

Livestock production contributes 14.5 percent of all
greenhouse gas emissions originating from human
activity.® To put this in perspective, the Institute for
Agriculture and Trade Policy estimates that the top
20 corporations producing meat and dairy together
produce more greenhouse gases than the entire
country of Germany; the top 5 combined produce
more than Exxon, Shell or BP.* Without a rapid transi-
tion away from factory farming, we will not avoid
catastrophic climate change.®

According to the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization, producing and processing feed contrib-
utes 45 percent of greenhouse gas emissions from

the livestock sector.® Growing corn and other crops to
feed cattle is inefficient, resulting in significantly fewer
calories than if we instead grew crops for direct human
consumption. For example, North American produc-
tion systems use an estimated five and a half calories
of feed crops to produce just one calorie of animal
products.” The trend toward increasing meat consump-
tion will only lead to more feed-related greenhouse gas
emissions and further exacerbate our climate crisis.®

Methane emissions from enteric fermentation (a diges-
tive process in ruminants like cattle) contributes

39 percent of greenhouse gas emissions from livestock
production, and manure storage and processing
contribute 10 percent.® In small livestock and poultry
systems, farmers can spread solid manure on nearby
fields that provide grazing pasture or animal feed,
potentially reducing emissions from liquid manure
storage. These benefits are lost when there is more
waste than nearby fields can handle and the manure
instead ends up being stored or transferred offsite.”

An emerging body of evidence shows that smaller
farms and grass-fed operations may have lower
greenhouse gas emissions compared to factory farms.
A review of over 900 studies found that increasing
cattle's intake of digestible feed can reduce methane
emissions that occur during enteric fermentation. It
also notes that manure from grazing cattle releases
lower levels of methane than confined cattle.”
Research indicates that organic livestock systems may
have a slightly lower global warming potential because
their feed is grown without synthetic fertilizers and

is less processed.” Finally, converting crop fields to
grazing pasture may increase soil carbon sequestra-
tion, potentially turning livestock systems into net
carbon sinks, although the data are mixed.”

Air Pollution

Factory farms release more air pollutants and in higher
concentrations than small and medium-sized farms."
They raise a larger number of animals in a confined

TABLE 1 * Top Factory Farm Hog Counties and Human Sewage Equivalent

Top Factory Farm Hog Counties | 2012 Hog Inventory Hur:;:i::lzlr:lta(::)irlii?\v:)age Metcr(;r;)‘gl?::r?lzrea
North Carolina/Sampson 1,854,471 32.3 14 x Charlotte

North Carolina/Duplin 1,725,305 30.1 25 x Raleigh
Oklahoma/Texas 1,204,135 21.0 3 x Dallas

lowa/Sioux 1,134,262 19.8 33 x Des Moines
lowa/Washington 972,291 17.0 65 x Cedar Rapids
Minnesota/Martin 797,305 13.9 4 x Minneapolis-St. Paul
lowa/Plymouth 722,227 12.6 21 x Des Moines
lowa/Hardin 714,373 12.5 Chicago + St. Louis
lowa/Lyon 698,205 12.2 14 x Omaha

North Carolina/Bladen 650,537 11.3 5 x Charlotte

SOURCE: County ranking and inventory numbers are taken from Food & Water Watch's analysis of the state- and county-level five-year Census of Agriculture data
collected by the USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service. Sewage equivalents are Food & Water Watch calculations based on the EPA “Risk Assessment Evaluation for
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations” (May 2004) and U.S. Census Bureau figures for metropolitan area population estimates.
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setting and produce significantly more manure.
Manure from factory farms emits a slew of toxic pollut-
ants, including respiratory irritants such as ammonia
and hydrogen sulfide.”® It also contributes to particulate
matter, another respiratory hazard.'®

It is no surprise that proximity to factory farms is
correlated with an increase in childhood asthma rates
and treatment, and also that working in factory farms
is correlated with chronic respiratory symptoms."”
Residents living near factory farms report experiencing
health symptoms such as eye and throat irritation,
nausea, vomiting and breathing problems.'® Surveys of
residents living near North Carolina hog factory farms
also documented a diminished quality of life from
being forced to stay indoors and keep their windows
closed,” a complaint echoed by residents living near
factory farms in other parts of the country.

Federal law requires livestock facilities to report any
significant releases of toxic pollutants like ammonia.?°
Yet in practice, the EPA does little to monitor or prevent
factory farm pollution. In fact, in 2008 the EPA rolled
back regulations so that only the largest factory farms
had to report toxic emissions, and only to local, rather
than national, emergency response officials.?' In 2018,
Congress went a step further by granting an exemption
from national reporting requirements for air emissions
created by animal waste on farms.??

The Urgent Case for a Ban on Factory Farms

Water Pollution

While smaller farms have for years applied manure as
fertilizer to cropland and grazing fields, factory farms
produce more manure than nearby fields can absorb.?
Agriculture is the leading known cause of pollution

in U.S. rivers and streams, and is the second largest
known contributor to the contamination of wetlands.?*
Pollution from animal feeding operations threatens or
impairs over 13,000 miles of U.S. rivers and streams
and 60,000 acres of lakes and ponds.?

Much of this pollution stems from the vast amount of
manure generated by factory farms. For instance, the
nearly 500,000 dairy cows on factory farms in Tulare
County, California produce five times as much waste
as the New York City metropolitan area (see Table 1 on
page 4).2° Manure carries chemical additives, patho-
gens like E. coli and antibiotics.?” These contaminants
can reach waterways through surface runoff, spills,
groundwater leaching and direct discharges.?® Manure
application contributes to outbreaks of waterborne
diseases in rural areas.?

The Clean Water Act is designed to protect U.S. water-
ways from pollution. Although the law is supposed to
regulate factory farms along with other polluters, the
EPA's weak rules and lack of oversight allow much of the



industry to avoid regulation.?® The EPA estimated in 2011
that only 41 percent of factory farms that are required
to get discharge permits have actually obtained them.?’

One huge gap is that the EPA does not currently collect
comprehensive data on factory farm size or location,
making sufficient oversight impossible.?? For example,
lowa’s Department of Natural Resources recently
identified through satellite imagery over 5,000 animal
confinement operations that it previously did not know
existed and for which it had no records in its database.
Approximately one-quarter are likely large enough to
require permitting from the Department.®

Manure Overload

Factory farms produce such an excess of manure that
it cannot readily be absorbed by nearby fields. For
example, hogs in Sampson County, North Carolina
outnumber people 29 to 1, and produce over 500 times
as much fecal waste as the county’s human popula-
tion.3* Storing, applying and transporting all of this
manure can have devastating consequences. Here are

just a few examples from across the county:

+ In 2012, a waste spill from an 8,000-head hog farm
reached an lllinois creek, killing nearly 150,000 fish
and 17,500 mussels.3®

+ A 2016 spill caused by an alleged burst check
valve at a Wisconsin dairy remained unreported
for months until state authorities received an
anonymous tip. The tens of thousands of gallons of
manure released threatened the well water of the
families living near the farm.3¢

» State officials blamed manure for a nine-mile fish
kill in Indiana’s Little Flatrock River in 2016.3”

+ In 2016, a broken levee at a dairy farm in Washington
released a mixture of dairy waste and water that
damaged at least four nearby homes. The 5,000-head
dairy farm had previously been sued numerous times
for Clean Water Act violations.3®

* Flooding from Hurricane Matthew in 2016 inun-
dated poultry and hog operations in North Carolina,
drowning 1.8 million chickens and 2,800 hogs. The
hurricane also flooded manure ponds, resulting
in the release of untreated manure directly into
waterways. Hurricane Floyd in 1999 caused similar
damage on an even larger scale.®

* Nearly one-third of drinking water wells in
Kewaunee County, Wisconsin have unsafe levels of
contaminants that likely originate from the county’s
many large dairy farms.4°

Antibiotic Resistance and Food Safety

Factory farming'’s addiction to antibiotics is fueling the
rise in resistant superbugs. Many antibiotics approved
for use in food animals are also medically important
for combating human infections. It is estimated that
approximately 70 percent of all medically important
antibiotics sold in the United States are sold for use in
food animals.*” Alarmingly, 96 percent of these anti-
biotics were sold over-the-counter in 2016.4¢ By 2030,
global antibiotic use in food animals is projected to rise
by 67 percent.*

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration’s 2017 guidance
on antibiotic use in livestock is the first step in many
years to address how the livestock industry uses anti-
biotics. But it did not go far enough. While it blocked
one dangerous overuse of antibiotics (growth promo-
tion), the other type of overuse (disease prevention) is
still allowed.*® The disease prevention loophole allows
low doses of antibiotics to be given to large groups of
healthy animals to try to ward off disease in crowded
conditions, an irresponsible use that brings the risk of
creating antibiotic-resistant bacteria.

Antibiotic-resistant bacteria can spread from factory
farms to humans. Particulate matter originating from
feedlots has been shown to carry antibiotic resistance
genes.” Antibiotic-resistant bacteria can also migrate
from manure into underlying aquifers.>? It can also be
carried by workers into the wider community.>?

The crowded living conditions and diets of factory
farmed animals also provide an ideal breeding ground
for food pathogens. Poultry egg-laying facilities that
have large flocks and caging systems have an elevated
risk of Salmonella outbreaks.>* Adding antibiotics to
hog feed can increase the amount of E. coli in the
hogs' intestinal systems.>* Increasing amounts of wet
distillers grains, a byproduct of ethanol production,
are being used as cattle feed at feedlots, increasing
the levels of E. coli in manure.>® These pathogens enter
the food chain through contaminated meat, and also
threaten public health when livestock feces contami-
nate water sources that may be used for drinking water
or food production.

An outbreak of Salmonella or E. coli originating from a
single operation can infect hundreds of people across
multiple states. In 2011, a Salmonella outbreak linked
to ground turkey sickened 136 people in 34 states.
This strain of Salmonella was resistant to multiple

Food & Water Watch e« foodandwaterwatch.org



Environmental Justice Communities

In many parts of the country, factory farms are concentrated in impoverished areas and communities of color, making
them environmental justice catastrophes.*' In North Carolina counties that contain hog factory farms, schools with larger
percentages of students of color, and those with greater shares of students receiving free lunches, are located closer to
hog farms than whiter and more affluent schools.*? Similarly, researchers at Clark University found that parts of Ohio
with large densities of dairy and hog factory farms have a higher percentage of Hispanic residents.*

Industries may build polluting facilities like factory farms and slaughterhouses in the areas least able to resist their

development.** This leaves vulnerable populations in factory farm sacrifice zones. Communities can file complaints
with the EPA when state and federal agencies allow polluting facilities to be disproportionately sited near communi-
ties of color.> However, the EPA is failing to uphold its civil rights obligations, delaying processing of complaints and
dismissing or rejecting 9 out of 10 complaints received by its civil rights office from 1996 to 2013.4¢

antibiotics. The outbreak was traced to a single Cargill
processing facility, which later recalled approximately
36 million pounds of ground turkey.>’

Unfortunately, cooking meat thoroughly or avoiding it
altogether does not eliminate all risk of exposure. All of
the E. coli and Salmonella food outbreaks reported by
the U.S. Centers for Disease Control in 2017 originated
from non-animal products, likely the result of food crops
being contaminated with manure or manure-tainted
water.>® An E. coli outbreak beginning in December 2015
was traced to flour and sickened 63 people in

24 states.>® People can also contract £. coli by drinking or
swimming in waters contaminated by manure.®°

Worker Safety

Factory farms are an unhealthy and stressful work
environment. Workers face increased exposure to

air pollutants produced at factory farms, including
particulate matter carrying mold, animal dander and
pathogens. Exposure to air pollutants can lead to
respiratory issues, with an estimated one-quarter

of hog confinement workers suffering from chronic
bronchitis.®’ One study reported workers at hog facili-
ties developing occupational asthma within weeks of
starting employment.®2

Workers also suffer the same health impacts as nearby
community members from the hydrogen sulfide,
ammonia and other pollutants produced by decomposing
manure. At times, toxic emissions from manure pits can
exceed lethal levels and have caused worker deaths.5

In 2016, nearly 6 out of every 100 workers in the animal
production industry reported a work-related injury or
illness. That is over six times the injury rate of workers

The Urgent Case for a Ban on Factory Farms

in the notoriously dangerous oil and gas extraction
industry.®* The Government Accountability Office
notes that injury rates could be higher due to underre-
porting, especially by immigrant workers who may fear
losing their jobs for speaking out.%*

Factory farm workers are injured through accidents
involving animals and machinery, as well as through
exposure to toxic pollutants.t® Some accidents are
unique to large operations; ldaho had two deaths in
2016 caused by workers falling into dairy manure ponds
and drowning. In both cases, the federal regulators
fined the dairies only $5,000.%” Across the country, regu-
lations to prevent workplace injuries and death have not
kept pace with the rapid growth in factory farms.®®

Injury and illness rates at slaughterhouses and
processing facilities are higher than the rates for the
overall manufacturing sector.®® This did not prevent the
National Chicken Council, which advocates on behalf of
corporations in the chicken industry, from petitioning
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 2017 to
waive slaughter line speed limitations — a request that
the USDA denied in early 2018, while stating that it
would eventually create a system for plants to receive
linespeed limit waivers.”® Tyson meatpacking plants
reported on average one amputation per month in

the first nine months of 2015; eliminating limits on line
speeds would only increase these risks.”

Animal Welfare

Conditions on factory farms make life miserable for
animals. Animals in crowded houses lack access to the
outdoors, the space to move and freedom to perform
their natural behaviors such as grazing, pecking and
rooting.”> For example, pregnant and nursing sows are




often confined to crates where they cannot turn around,
interact with their young or engage in nest building.”®

Factory-farmed animals also face injuries and illnesses
unique to this form of animal production. Taking cattle
off the pasture and feeding them diets of grain wreaks
havoc on their digestive systems and can lead to bloat
and other conditions.” Today's chickens grow twice

as large in half the amount of time as earlier breeds,
causing lameness, heart and lung issues, and even
premature death.” The stressful conditions of factory
farms necessitates painful practices like tail-docking
and de-beaking to prevent animals from hurting each
other.”® Factory-farmed animals also face abuse at

the hands of farm and slaughterhouse workers, some
of whom may be suffering emotional trauma from
working in terrible conditions day in and day out.””

It is no wonder that agribusinesses continue to lobby
state legislatures to criminalize undercover filming

inside of factory farms.”® At least seven states currently

have “ag-gag"” laws targeting citizens who dare to lift
the curtain on factory farm abuses.”®

Rural Economies and Communities

Proponents of factory farms tout their efficiency®® in
raising livestock and their ability to bring economic
growth to rural communities.?" But you can't have

B

your cake and eat it, too; making livestock farming
more “efficient” will ultimately reduce the number of
people needed to raise the same number of animals.8?
According to a report by an expert panel commissioned
by the Pew Charitable Trusts, 50 decades of research
on industrialized agriculture has shown that the “single-
minded pursuit of economic efficiency” has favored
agribusinesses over farmers. “The result is the transfor-
mation of rural America from a setting of many small,
productive family farms and economically diverse,
visible rural communities into a state of relatively few
ever-growing factory farms and dying communities.”®3

lowa is a stark example of this transformation.
Between 1982 and 2007, the number of hogs in lowa
increased 10-fold; yet over the same period, the
number of farms in lowa fell by more than 80 percent,
and the economic value of the state’s hog production
actually declined.® Moreover, the state shed more
than 40 percent of its farm jobs.?> Small and medium-
sized farms, it turns out, are integral to the social and
economic welfare of rural communities.¢

Decades of research support the theory that the rise
in large-scale, factory farms damages rural economies,
leading to unemployment, more economic inequality
and poverty, higher food stamp usage and depopula-
tion.®” There is also some evidence that larger farms
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make fewer local purchases than smaller farms, which
hurts local businesses, deprives communities of the
“multiplier effect” that occurs when money is circulated
in a local economy, and decreases tax revenue.?® Tax
revenue may also be lost when home values decline
due to their proximity to factory farms.®

The social fabric of rural communities also deteriorates
when small, family farms are replaced by industrial
operations.?® A 2007 analysis of over 50 studies found
few positive impacts resulting from industrialized
farming, but 82 percent documented negative impacts,
which include a loss of community services, a decline
in neighborly relations and decreased participation in
local governance.”

Conversely, a study of 433 farming-dependent counties
found that those located in states with anti-corporate
farming laws that restrict the growth of non-family

farms score higher on welfare indicators, including
higher levels of employment.®?

Consumers

The meat industry argues that factory farms keep meat
prices low for consumers. Yet the real price of groceries
has continued to rise over the past three decades, with
the prices of ground beef and eggs far outstripping
inflation.*® At the same time, farmers’ share of food
dollars has declined.'® In today’s dollars, farmers are
earning 10 percent less per pound of beef produced
than they did in 1987, while consumers are paying

32 percent more per pound of ground beef.’”’

The rise in the price of beef and other animal products
happened after the meatpacking industry achieved
extreme levels of consolidation. The top four beef-
packing firms slaughtered one out of every three beef

Vertical Integration

With declining farm wages and a shift to larger slaughterhouses
that do not purchase animals from small or independent
operators on the open market, some growers have turned to
contracts with meat companies in order to continue farming.>
In vertically integrated systems, agribusinesses (the integrators)
contract with growers to raise birds or livestock. The companies
own the animals, set the terms of the contracts and dictate all
aspects of raising the animals, from the design of the buildings
that they are confined in to the feed that they eat. The growers
must invest in whatever infrastructure the integrators require
(often taking out huge loans) and dispose of the enormous
amount of waste generated.’* In the end, growers get paid

by the live weight of the finished livestock, meaning that they
bear all of the risks associated with raising livestock while the
agribusinesses capture the profits.”

Contract farming is a risky endeavor. Some integrators use a
“tournament” system to determine the price per animal pound,
paying growers based on how their performances compare to
each other. Contracts between growers and integrators are often
short — sometimes just “flock to flock,” meaning that integrators
are under no obligation to continue the contract after the current
flock is gone — and companies might refuse to renew contracts
if livestock prices lag or the grower has fallen out of favor.®® This
leaves growers with crushing debts that they cannot repay.
Growers also lose their economic independence when they enter
into contracts, going from being independent small business
owners to being contractors beholden to large corporations.”” In
2012, contract growers produced 44 percent of all hogs and

96 percent of all broiler chickens in the United States.*®

The Urgent Case for a Ban on Factory Farms



cattle in 1980, but this increased to four out of five by
1995, and remains steady to this day (see

Figure 1 on page 11)."°2 Consolidation like this drives
down competition and allows consumer price increases
to go unchecked.

The Inefficiency of Factory Farms

By marshaling its immense political and economic
power, the meat industry has created a narrative about
the efficiency of industrialized animal production and
its role in meeting the increasing dietary demands of

a growing global population. In this era of increasingly
chaotic weather and water scarcity, these claims are
not only false but also dangerous.

In 2015, Lloyds of London, the insurance company,
published a report for the insurance industry called Food
System Shock: The Insurance Impacts of Acute Disruption to
the Global Food Supply. The report cites extreme weather
events and water scarcity as drivers of risk for famine,
among other global crises. Extreme weather or other
adverse impacts on grain production could have devas-
tating effects on the food system, including making meat
production impractical or even impossible.'%®

U.S. commaodity policy continues to promote the
increased production of grains like corn and soy
despite the threat that they pose to dwindling water

Public Funding Hijacked
hy Factory Farms

The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)
was created by the 1996 Farm Bill and is imple-
mented by the USDA. It was intended to provide
farmers with financial incentives and technical assis-
tance for implementing conservation practices,'®
but it quickly transformed into a cash giveaway to
factory farms. The 2002 Farm Bill raised the cap

on EQIP contracts from $50,000 to $450,000, and
mandated that 60 percent of all funds go toward live-
stock operations.'® Both changes resulted in a glut
of money subsidizing practices largely undertaken

by factory farms, including anaerobic digesters — an
expensive, unproven technology to use animal waste
to generate electricity — and transferring manure to
different watersheds.'®®

In lowa, nearly one-third of all EQIP dollars received
from 1997 to 2015 went toward factory farm
practices. This included a whopping $62 million that
paid for waste storage facilities. If this money had
instead been allocated toward non-factory farm
practices, lowa could have funded approximately
7,500 additional contracts.’®® Nationally, two out of
three EQIP applications submitted between 2000 to
2010 went unfunded.®”
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Figure 1 * Market Share of Top Four Firms

¢

Beef Packing

Poultry Processing

Layer Hens

Hog Packing

SOURCE: USDA Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyard Administration, “Packers
& Stockyards Annual Report 2013,” March 2014; USDA Economic Research Service,
“Technology, Organization, and Financial Performance in U.S. Broiler Production,”
June 2014; Watt Egg Industry, “2014 egg industry exclusive survey,” February 2015.
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resources. In the United States, water resources like
the Ogallala — an aquifer that stretches beneath eight
states — are threatened in part by the unsustainable
irrigation of grains. Government policies lobbied for by
agribusiness make growing corn — a very thirsty crop
— an economic imperative for farmers who often have
few options to sell anything else.

The United States is the largest producer of corn in

the world, producing over 14 billion bushels in 2017.1%
Thirty-six percent of U.S. corn production is fed to live-
stock as their primary food source.'"® Over 70 percent
of the soy produced in the United States is used to feed
livestock."" Worldwide, livestock production consumes
an estimated 40 percent of global crop calories. Yet
most of these calories are lost when converted into
animal protein. For example, North American systems
require five-and-a-half calories of feed crop to produce
just one calorie of animal products."?

Yet, despite the obvious inefficiency of the factory
farm system, we are witnessing the rapid growth of
the industry and an increase in meat consumption

as the industry works with governments to push for
more meat in every meal."”® Given current, increasing
consumption patterns, each year an average American
will eat an estimated 207.5 pounds of meat by 2024."4

The conventional wisdom holds that the unsustain-
able factory farm system is the only way to meet
global demand for affordable food. However,
research suggests just the opposite. For example, the
Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture at lowa
State University has produced many studies on food
systems and sustainability, including in the meat
sector. The Leopold Center’s Agriculture of the Middle
(AOTM) project looks to smaller, less industrialized
and more diverse systems to meet food — including
meat — demands. The essential difference between
industrial agriculture and the AOTM approach
emphasizes agricultural systems that enable midsize
farms and ranches to retain more value and profit.
AOTM businesses emphasize maintaining high envi-
ronmental standards while producing and marketing
more differentiated food products through wholesale
supply chains."®

The significant costs to the environment, public health
and rural communities from the inherently unsustain-
able, highly inefficient factory farm system demands

that policy makers look to different models like AOTM.

1



Conclusion and Recommendations

Agribusiness — from meat companies like Tyson to
grain monopolies like Cargill and biotech seed and
chemical giants like Monsanto — built the current
factory farm system. They accomplished this on a
foundation of government policies that allow pollution
and public health impacts, provide a steady oversupply
of cheap corn and soy, and create unfair advantages

to the largest players in the marketplace. Relying on
the marketplace — which is controlled by the biggest
players — to correct the factory farm problem will not
work. To get rid of factory farms, we need to change
the fundamental structure of the food system, which
will require policy change. And policy change will only
come from building the political power to elect decision
makers who are not beholden to the meat industry.

The policies we need to create a better food system
include: enforcing antitrust laws to break up the
agribusiness stranglehold on our food system; estab-
lishing supply management programs to ensure that
grain producers can make a fair living without flooding
the market with cheap grains that feed factory farms;
creating policy incentives for encouraging diversified
and regenerative farms; and rebuilding the local and
regional infrastructure needed for small and mid-sized
livestock producers to get their animals to market.

These reforms will change the economic conditions
of the food system and will likely increase the price of
meat. This will change the way that most consumers
include meat in their diet, a transition that is already
happening for many people motivated by personal
health, ethical and environmental considerations.
The growth of efforts like Meatless Monday and the
number of people shifting to diets that are plant-based
or use “less but better” animal products demonstrate
that a growing number of people are willing to recon-
sider the role that meat plays in their diet.

There are several steps that the federal and state
governments should take to move us in the right
direction toward a food system that does not include
factory farms:

+ Itis past time for the federal and state govern-
ments to enact aggressive policies to address
climate change, including policies to limit the
contribution of agriculture to climate change.

12

Federal and state regulators should ban factory
farms by not allowing new factory farm operations
to be built or existing factory farms to expand.

The federal, state and local governments should
enforce environmental laws on existing factory
farms, including restoring control over siting and
practices to local governments, requiring permits
for all factory farms and holding vertically inte-
grated companies responsible for the pollution
created by the animals they own.

The federal and state governments should support
the research and technical assistance needed

to transition existing factory farm operations,
contract growers and family farm grain producers
to diversified operations that can serve regional
markets. The funding that currently goes to
factory farms through programs like the EQIP or
government-backed loans could serve as a source
of funding for these transition efforts.

Public policy and government spending at all levels
should prioritize rebuilding the infrastructure
needed for diversified, smaller-scale livestock
production using regenerative practices to supply
regional markets.

Food & Water Watch ¢ foodandwaterwatch.org
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More Food & Water Watch Research on Factory Farms

Factory Farm Nation

Over the last two decades, small- and medium-scale farms raising livestock have given

way to factory farms that confine thousands of cows, hogs and chickens in tightly packed
facilities. Factory farming practices have spread at the behest of the largest meatpackers, pork
processors, poultry companies and dairy processors. The largest of these agribusinesses are
practically monopolies, controlling what consumers get to eat, what they pay for groceries and
what prices farmers receive for their livestock. These intensive methods come with a host of
environmental and public health impacts that are borne by consumers and communities.

2015 EDITION

Hard to Digest: Greenwashing Manure Into Renewable Energy

HARD TO DIGEST:
Most food animals in the United States are grown on highly concentrated factory farms, and the
vast amounts of waste those animals produce poses a huge environmental and public health
problem. Historically, farmers used animal manure as fertilizer, but factory farms produce far
more manure than can be used responsibly on local fields. Manure digesters have been offered
up by agribusiness and policy makers as a way to turn factory farm manure into “renewable”
energy. In reality, digesters have negligible impacts on the deep environmental problems caused
by factory farms, and, if anything, serve to further entrench this disastrous method of food
production.

ANTIBIOTIC Antibiotic Resistance 101

RESISTANCE The development of antibiotic resistance is hastened by the use of low doses of antibiotics

: at industrial farms. The drugs are used routinely not to treat sick animals, but for disease
prevention, a practice known as nontherapeutic use. Antibiotic-resistant bacteria can spread
from farm animals to humans via food, via animal-to-human transfer on farms and in rural
areas, and through contaminated waste entering the environment.

The Economic Cost of Food Monopolies

The agriculture and food sector is unusually concentrated, with just a few companies
dominating the market in each link of the food chain. In most sectors of the U.S. economy, the
four largest firms control between 40 and 45 percent of the market, and many economists

The Economic Cost of

Food Monopolies maintain that higher levels of concentration can start to erode competitiveness. This report
examines five case studies of agribusiness concentration: lowa's hog industry; the milk
processing and dairy farming in upstate New York; poultry production on Maryland’s Eastern
Shore; organic soybean farming and soymilk production; and the California processed fruit
and vegetable industry.
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