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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 

runoff dramatically alters the ecosystem, contributing to algae blooms and “dead zones” as 
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Manure digesters have been offered up by agribusiness and 

policy makers as a way to turn factory farm manure into 

“renewable” energy. When animal waste is stored in pits and 

lagoons on factory farms, it releases methane, a potent green-

house gas, and other air pollutants.2 Manure digesters capture 

the methane released by decomposing waste and burn it for 

energy. Promoted as a “‘win-win’ for farmers, communities 

and the nation,” these taxpayer-funded operations purport not 

only to reduce greenhouse gases but also to reduce environ-

mental impacts associated with excess manure.3 

In reality, these technologies 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. Indeed, the biggest and most obvious 

potential of taxpayer-subsidized manure digesters is to help 

sustain factory farms with new revenue streams from energy 

production. Policy makers, instead of using taxpayer dollars to 

prop up factory farms, should be implementing and enforcing 

environmental and public health regulations for factory farms. 

Digesting Waste
Factory farm production of cows, pigs and poultry generated 

13 times more waste than the entire human population in 

the United States in 2012. The problem is often intensified in 

certain regions of the country where specific types of factory 

farms have proliferated, such as dairy operations in California. 

For example, in 2012, the factory-farmed dairy cows in Tulare 

County alone produced five times as much waste as the hu-

man population of metropolitan New York City.4

Many factory farms store their vast quantities of manure 

in pits or lagoons, where microorganisms digest the waste 
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through a chemical process called “anaerobic digestion.” The 

digestion produces “biogas,” mostly a mixture of methane and 

carbon dioxide. The methane, the main component of natural 

gas, can then be burned to generate electricity or heat. 

The most common manure-to-energy approach in the United 

States are manure digesters, designed to capture methane gas 

from these manure lagoons, which can be burned to produce 

energy. This approach is promoted as a good fit for many types 

of factory farms, which are already producing large volumes of 

manure and emitting methane, a powerful greenhouse gas.5 

Manure digesters require a great deal of manure to generate 

energy, compared to other feedstocks, as the animal’s own 

digestion has already broken down the food.6 That is why, 

according to an economic analysis by the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (USDA), anaerobic digester systems that generate 

and sell electricity are not economically viable, as opposed to 

those that use the biogas as a replacement for natural gas for 

on-farm heating needs.7

As of the fall of 2016, there were nearly 250 manure digesters 

in the United States, almost all of them located on dairy and 

swine operations.8 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) has noted that there are enough factory farms to po-

tentially support the operation of more than 8,000 digesters.9 

Such ambitious forecasting ignores the environmental and 

economic realities associated with this failed technology — 

and the inherent unsustainability of the factory farm model. 

Manure Remains
Even factory farms that safely manage manure during meth-

ane capture still have to manage the huge volume of waste 

that remains following the digestion process.16 Digesters do 

not make the nutrient loads (nitrogen and phosphorous) in the 

manure evaporate or disappear; they merely extract methane 

gas from the manure. In fact, if digesters add water to manure 

during the digestion process, the total volume of waste may 

actually increase.17 

Factory farms with digesters then resort to the same prob-

lematic waste disposal efforts that they have always used — 

spreading the digested manure as fertilizer, leading to runoff 

from over-application. In fact, the process of digestion makes 

certain nutrients, such as nitrogen and phosphorus, more 

water soluble, meaning that rainwater is more likely to wash 

those nutrients from fields into nearby streams.18

Additionally, trucking tons of digested manure to surrounding 

farms incurs significant environmental costs associated with 

fossil fuel use and presents risks associated with spills. There 

are also economic costs involved in trucking tons of manure 

and digestate to and from digesters, and because of high 

transport costs, industry sources note that it is not always 

financially viable to utilize digested manure as fertilizer.19 

Desperate to find a way to dispose of these mountains of 

manure, digester promoters are even exploring disturbing, new 

More Than Just Manure: 
Other Feedstocks for Digesters
Digesters can produce energy from a variety of biomass material, and animal manure is one of the least pro-
ductive source materials — largely because farm animals have extracted much of the available energy from the 
feedstock. Cow manure yields just over one-tenth as much biogas as food scraps, for example.10 One private 
consultant for biogas projects noted that the “manure-only” digesters will not attract investors because of inef-

11

Promoters of digesters, like the USDA, are considering ways to mix manure with better source material to im-
prove fuel production, including building “community” digesters that accept a variety of biomass materials from 
multiple sources.12 The food waste from Disney World, for example, is fed with a mix of other biomass materials 
into a $30 million facility in Orlando, Florida.13 

spills and accidents. And given the marginal energy potential of manure in digesters, it is not clear that this will 
-

farms in the area surrounding the digester, similar to the way a new slaughterhouse can drive the growth of 
factory farms in a region.

Just like manure lagoons without any methane capture system, digesters may accidentally spill or leak liquid ma-
nure and also present environmental risks from explosions associated with methane production. A 1.25 million 
gallon manure digester in Wisconsin, constructed in part with public funds, spilled 380,000 gallons of manure into 
nearby waterways in 2013, then another 22,000 gallons in 2014. The digester then experienced a major methane 
explosion.14 Faced with the reality of such dangerous accidents at digesters, along with other concerns, some 
rural residents have opposed the construction of digesters.15 



3

applications, such as using digested manure as a nutrition 

source for animals.20 In all, the USDA has committed $10 mil-

lion for research into manure digesters.21 

Greenhouse Gases
Animal agriculture is a major contributor to climate change, 

with some studies estimating that livestock account for 

nearly 15 percent of human-caused greenhouse gas emis-

sions globally.22 Much of this is in the form of methane, a 

greenhouse gas that is 25 times more powerful than car-

bon dioxide, emitted from factory farms that use anaerobic 

(oxygen-deprived) manure management approaches such as 

lagoons and pits.23 The EPA indicates that manure manage-

ment on U.S. farms accounts for almost 10 percent of all 

human-caused methane releases in the United States.24 

Even more troubling, these emissions grew 65 percent be-

tween 1990 and 2013, which the EPA notes is related to larger 

and more concentrated dairy and swine farms using liquid 

manure management, such as lagoons.25 The total number 

of livestock on the largest factory farms rose by 20 percent 

between 2002 and 2012. The number of dairy cows on factory 

farms doubled, and the average-sized dairy factory farm 

increased by half between 1997 and 2012. The number of 

hogs on factory farms increased by more than one-third, and 

the average factory farm size swelled nearly 70 percent from 

1997 to 2012.26

Anaerobic manure management practices chemically convert 

organic compounds found in waste into methane. By captur-

ing and burning this methane, digesters purportedly offer a 

potential environmental benefit over traditional manure la-

goons, both by decreasing greenhouse gas emissions and by 

producing energy that would offset fossil fuel consumption.27 

However, digesters do not offer clear environmental benefits 

over sustainable manure management practices, such as 

lower-density pasture-based animal production where ma-

nure decomposes aerobically (in the presence of oxygen) and 

becomes a natural fertilizer, releasing very little methane in 

the process.28 This process involves no expensive machinery 

and no transportation of manure off the farm.

Given the various manure management practices avail-

able, digesters would appear to be the most expensive, most 

complicated way to reduce greenhouse gases produced from 

animal agriculture. And it is not clear that digesters actually 

reduce greenhouse gases. 

Manure digesters do not capture all of the methane they 

produce, and some amount of methane that these facilities 

generate escapes as emissions. This “fugitive methane,” as 

scientists call it, can offset a portion of the greenhouse gas 

reductions that digesters offer.29 And when digesters burn 

methane, they release greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide 

and nitrogen oxide, which contributes to smog.30 

Factory farms using digesters have balked at even modest 

efforts by regulators to reduce this pollution. After regulators 

in California started requiring manure digesters to install 

catalytic converters to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxide as 

a public health measure, factory farms loudly protested that 

such upgrades are too costly.31 

Subsidizing Factory Farms
Manure digesters are an extremely inefficient method of 

energy production and likely would not exist in the United 

States were it not for taxpayer subsidies. Start-up, mainte-

nance and operating costs are often in the millions of dollars, 

and digesters often do not generate enough energy or rev-

enue to be economically feasible.32 

The USDA is a major proponent of both the factory farm 

model and manure digesters and has spent tens of millions of 

dollars helping factory farms purchase and install digesters.33 

Other federal agencies and state government programs fund 

the construction of digesters as well.34 Yet, the USDA notes 

that low energy prices in the United States mean that digest-

ers, in most cases, do not make economic sense as sources of 

electricity alone.35 

The USDA and other promoters of digesters often present 

manure-based biogas alongside wind and solar as a source 

of green, renewable energy that can help the United States 

reach its goal of increased energy independence.36 But this 

campaign to rebrand factory farms as being part of the green 

economy ignores the economic failures of this technology.

Digesters require significant energy to collect, pump and 

truck manure to and from the digester and to heat the ma-

nure once it is in the digester. As much as half of the energy 

produced from digesters may be needed to operate the di-

gester itself.37 Sometimes factory farms do not even generate 

energy from all the available gas but simply “flare off” the 

biogas they produce, to reduce either odors or emissions.38 

Because the manure is free and construction costs can be 

subsidized, factory farms have the potential to reap a major 

economic benefit, and some factory farms no doubt have 

Digesters for Odor Reductions?

their ability to reduce the noxious odors associated 
with factory farms.48 USDA economists, noting the 
limited economic potential of digesters as energy 
producers, have observed that the odor reductions 
provided by digesters may create the necessary 

expensive machines.49 

at reducing odors. One government study from 
Wisconsin examined a variety of manure manage-
ment practices and determined that “anaerobic 
digesters do not predictably reduce odors or ambi-
ent [ammonia] concentrations near manure storage 
lagoons. . . .”50 
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seen revenues increase with digesters. Overall, however, meth-

ane digesters have high failure rates.39 

For example, even though over a third of the funding for 

a $900,000 digester on a dairy farm in San Diego County, 

California came from taxpayers, the EPA indicated that it was 

no longer in operation only a few years later.40 It is perhaps 

unsurprising, as an independent analysis of start-up and 

maintenance costs indicated that, even accounting for grant 

funding, it would have taken 71 years for the digester to pay 

for itself.41 As of spring 2016, the EPA indicated that 13 of 26 

digesters that had been constructed in California, the nation’s 

largest dairy state, had been shuttered.42 

One especially controversial funding mechanism that the 

USDA uses to subsidize digesters is the Environmental Quality 

Incentives Program (EQIP). Designed to improve the environ-

mental performance of American agriculture, this program has 

been used increasingly to subsidize factory farms. An estimat-

ed $750 million in EQIP funds was spent on manure manage-

ment between 1997 and 2010, including helping factory farms 

construct manure pits and digesters.43 The USDA also funds 

manure digesters through the Rural Energy for America Pro-

gram (REAP), which has spent hundreds of millions of dollars 

to support biofuel projects.44

Finally, promoters of poultry manure-to-energy technologies 

have distorted state and national energy policy to include this 

environmentally damaging technology as a source of renew-

able energy. And the construction of these expensive facilities 

almost guarantees the expansion of factory farms in the area, 

to produce the steady supply of waste to feed them.

For example, North Carolina, a leading poultry-producing 

state, passed an energy bill mandating that utility companies 

obtain at least 900,000 megawatt-hours of electricity from 

poultry waste by 2014, creating a major incentive for the con-

struction of manure-to-energy technologies such as digesters 

or incinerators — and the expansion of factory farms to feed 

these expensive facilities.45

Likewise, the state assembly in Maryland has designated 

energy produced from poultry litter facilities as a “Tier 1” 

source of renewable energy, on par with solar and wind. The 

implications of this decision are great because the state also 

has a mandate for electricity suppliers to generate 20 percent 

of electricity retail sales from renewable sources by 2022.46 As 

in North Carolina, poultry litter incinerators are being ex-

plored in Maryland, along with anaerobic digesters, to fix the 

problem of excess manure from locating too many animals in 

one area.47

Conclusion
The political support for manure digesters and other manure-

to-energy projects makes the excess manure associated 

with factory farms seem like less of a problem, but manure 

digesters in fact do not address most of the problems that 

the manure causes. Seldom in the public policy debate is it 

acknowledged that if factory farms were not concentrating 

Carbon Markets 
Manure-to-energy technologies like manure digesters 
claim to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases such 
as methane and carbon dioxide. Some policy makers 

mechanism exists in carbon cap-and-trade programs 
such as California’s.

The program allows factory farms that use manure 

the greenhouse gases that would have been emit-
ted by the factory farm without the digester in place. 
Other highly polluting facilities, such as power plants, 

emit more greenhouse gases themselves, rather than 
cleaning up their own facilities.51

These so-called “carbon markets” are rife with fraud, 

the urgent need to stop polluting by allowing them 
instead to pay to continue harmful activities with 
impunity, while claiming that emissions have been 
reduced elsewhere.52

The Brubaker Farm in Pennsylvania, for example, rais-
es 30,000 pigs a year. Using taxpayer funds, the farm-
ers built a manure digester to provide electricity for 
the farming operation and to sell back to the grid.53 

generator.54 The approval allowed a California energy 

reductions of the manure digester from the prior two 
years — so the energy company could keep polluting 
as normal, and the farm gets paid for environmental 

55 The government provides 
grants for manure digesters in order to provide an 

-

facility to keep polluting, that purpose is defeated.
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huge amounts of waste in one place, we would not need this 

expensive “solution.” 

The most common-sense improvement we can make to the en-

vironmental problems facing animal agriculture is to stop build-

ing new factory farms. We need policies that help smaller, inde-

pendent and diversified farmers to thrive in a way that does not 

harm communities, the environment and public health. Until a 

shift to a more sustainable food system happens:

• The EPA and states should establish a moratorium on the 

construction of new factory farms and on the expansion of 

existing facilities. We will never solve the existing excess 

manure problem — and we will make it worse — if we do 

not stop the increased consolidation of the factory farm 

industry.

• States should strip animal manure out of State Renewable 

Portfolio Standards. Manure is a dirty source of energy 

that does not address the root of the problem: we need to 

diversify our highly concentrated milk and meat production 

system so that it is not producing unsustainable mountains 

of manure. Instead of allowing states to meet their renew-

able energy mandates with dirty technologies that rely 

on the excess production of manure and enable continued 

concentration of too many factory-farmed animals in the 

same region, we need to incentivize clean energy production 

while creating a food economy that is good for everyone.

• Congress should eliminate other financial incentives for 

manure-to-energy technologies by making sure that the En-

vironmental Quality Incentives Program no longer serves as 

a subsidy for factory farms by capping the size of payments 

that can be made to any one operation.

• The EPA and states should establish better and enforce 

existing air and water pollution laws, and not stand in the 

way of local government efforts to impose strict health and 

zoning regulations for factory farms.

• The federal government and states should not replace en-

forceable regulations to reduce factory farm pollution with 

market-based efforts that create pay-to-pollute schemes. 

Endnotes
1 Fahrenthold, David. “Manure becomes pollutant as its volume grows un-

manageable.” Washington Post. March 1, 2010.

2 Government Accountability Office (GAO). “Concentrated Animal Feeding 

Operations.” (GAO-08-044.) September 2008 at 7; Iowa State University and 

the University of Iowa Study Group. “Iowa Concentrated Feeding Opera-

tions Air Quality Study.” February 2002 at 6.

3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Department of Agricul-

ture (USDA) and U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). “Biogas Opportunities 

Roadmap.” August 2014 at 5; Key, Nigel and Stacy Sneeringer. “Climate 

Change Policy and the Adoption of Methane Digesters on Livestock Opera-

tions.” USDA Economic Research Service Report Number 111. February 

2011 at 1.

4 Food & Water Watch (F&WW). “Factory Farm Nation, 2015 Edition.” 2015 

at 3 and 8.

5 EPA AgStar. “U.S. Anaerobic Digester Status Report.” October 2010 at 1; 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2006 IPCC Guidelines 

for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. Vol. 4 “Agriculture, Forestry, and 

Other Land Use.” 2006 at 10.35.

6 Informa Economics. “National Market Value of Anaerobic Digester Prod-

ucts.” Prepared for the Innovation Center for U.S. Dairy. February 2013 at 

31 to 32.

7 USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service. “An analysis of energy pro-

duction costs from anaerobic digestion systems on U.S. livestock produc-

tion facilities.” Technical Note No. 1. October, 2007 at 1, 4, 14 and 16.

8 EPA AgStar. Online database. Available at http://www.epa.gov/agstar/proj-

ects/ and on file at F&WW. Accessed September 16, 2016.

9 EPA AgStar. “Market Opportunities for Biogas Recovery Systems at U.S. 

Livestock Facilities.” November 2011 at 1.

10 Informa Economics (2013) at 32.

11 Essential Consulting Oregon. “Dairy Manure Anaerobic Digester Feasibility 

Study Report.” October 21, 2009 at 1.

12 EPA, USDA and DOE (2014) at 7 to 8.

13 Gunther, Marc. “World’s biogas facility: a model for converting food waste 

into energy.” Guardian. October 17, 2014; Simet, Anna. “Harvest power 

organics-to-energy facility on line in Fla.” Biomass Magazine. March 3, 2014.

14 Verburg, Steve. “Blast destroys roof of troubled biodigester near Waunakee.” 

Wisconsin State Journal. August 6, 2014.

15 Balsam, John and Dave Ryan. National Center for Appropriate Technol-

ogy. “Anaerobic digestion of animal wastes: Factors to consider.” ATTRA 

National Sustainable Agriculture Information Service. 2006 at 4 and 6; 

Fanelli, Joseph. “Methane fueled explosion at Aumsville dairy farm causes 

fire.” Portland Oregonian. July 25, 2012; Kurtz, Jake. “Dane county manure 

digester put on hold.” Waterloo Courier. December 24, 2013; Jessen, Holly. 

“Calif. plant surprised by opposition to anaerobic digestion.” Ethanol Pro-

ducer Magazine. June 16, 2011; Loria, Keith. “Twofold renewable in Tulare 

County.” Biomassmagazine.com. Available at http://biomassmagazine.com/

articles/12396/twofold-renewable-in-tulare-county and on file at F&WW. 

September 22, 2015; “Residents ask DNR to deny digester air pollution 

permit.” Waunakee Tribune (WI). July 24, 2015; Baird, Joel Banner. “Benefits 

of new GMP digester debated. Burlington Free Press. March 28, 2016.

16 Liebrand, Carolyn Betts and K. Charles Link. USDA Rural Development. 

“Cooperative Approaches for Implementation of Dairy Manure Digesters.” 

Research Report 217. April 2009 at 4.

17 Penn State Extension. “Anaerobic Digestion: Biogas Production and Odor 

Reduction From Manure.” At 1 and 4. Available at http://extension.psu.edu/

natural-resources/energy/waste-to-energy/resources/biogas/projects/g-77 

and on file at F&WW. Accessed September 14, 2016.

18 USDA National Resource Conservation Service. “Anaerobic Digester.” Con-

servation Practice Standard No. 366. September 2009.

19 Informa Economics (2013) at 51; Carreira, R. I. “How far can poultry litter 

go? A new technology for litter transport.” Journal of Agricultural and Ap-

plied Economics. December 2007.

20 Veum, T. L. et al. “Methane digester effluent from swine excreta as a nutri-

ent and water source for growing and finishing swine.” Journal of Animal 

Science. Vol. 93, Iss. 1. 2015 at 197. 

21 EPA, USDA and DOE (2014) at 21.

22 Gerber, P. J. et al. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

(FAO). “Tackling Climate Change Through Livestock.” 2013 at xii

23 EPA. “Methane and nitrous oxide emissions from natural sources.” (430-R-

10-001.) April 2010 at A-2; IPCC (2006) at 10.35.

24 EPA. Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2013. 

April 15, 2015 at 5-1.



6

25 Ibid. at 5-9.

26 F&WW. “Factory Farm Nation.” (2015) at 3.

27 EPA AgStar (2010) at 1.

28 EPA (2015) at 6 to 7; IPCC (2006) at 10.35.

29 Flesch, Thomas K. et al. “Fugitive methane emission from an agricultural 

biodigester.” Biomass and Bioenergy. 2011 at 3927; Sandars, D. L. “Environ-

mental benefits of livestock manure management practices and technology 

by life cycle assessment.” Biosystems Engineering. 2003. Vol. 84, Iss. 3 at 267.

30 EPA (2010) at A-2; IPCC (2006) at 10.49; Scherson, Yaniv. “Production of 

nitrous oxide from anaerobic digester centrate and its use as a co-oxidant 

of biogas to enhance energy recovery.” Environmental Science & Technology. 

April 2014 at 5612; Lopez, Ricardo. “From waste to watts.” Los Angeles Times. 

June 9, 2013; Combs, Amy. “The methane question.” Santa Cruz Good Times. 

February 23, 2010.

31 Scherson (2014); Lopez (2013); Combs (2010).

32 EPA AgStar. “Funding On-farm Anaerobic Digestion.” September 2012.

33 EPA AgStar (2010) at 2.

34 EPA AgStar (2012); EPA AgStar. “Funding On-Farm Biogas Recovery Sys-

tems: A Guide to Federal and State Resources.” 2004. Available at https://

www.epa.gov/nscep and on file at F&WW.

35 Lazurus, William. “Farm-Based Anaerobic Digesters as an Energy and Odor 

Control Technology.” USDA. Agricultural Economic Report No. 843. Febru-

ary 2008 at Abstract.

36 EPA, USDA and DOE (2014) at 9.

37 Ibid. at 10; Post, Tom. “Farmer uses methane to make electricity.” Minnesota 

Public Radio News. June 27, 2008.

38 VanEgeren, Jessica. “Manure digesters seen as best hope for curbing lake 

pollution, but drawbacks remain.” Capital Times (WI). April 30, 2014; Miller, 

Paul. “Methane recovery from manure: control odor and produce energy.” 

Odor and Nutrient Management. Iowa State University Extension. EDC-129-

7. Vol. 2, Iss. 3. Fall 1999.

39 Lusk, P. National Renewable Energy Laboratory. “Methane recovery from 

animal manures; the current opportunities casebook.” (NREL/SR-580-

25145.) September 1998 at 1 to 2; Katers, John and Ryan Holzem. “4 reasons 

why anaerobic digesters fail.” Progressive Dairyman. June 29, 2015.

40 Krueger, Anne. “Farmers get charge out of cow manure.” Union Tribune. July 

24, 2005; EPA AgStar. Online database.

41 Western United Resource Development Inc. “Dairy Power Production Pro-

gram; Dairy Methane Digester System Program Evaluation Report.” PIER 

consultant report. February 2009 at 57 to 59. Actual costs listed as $836,838 

+ $30,000 = $866,838, Minus grant funding of $394,642 = $472,196. Monthly 

maintenance costs listed as $1,500/month or $18,000/year. Revenues from 

net generation are $24,613/year. 24,613/year - 18,000/year = $6613/year. 

472,196 startup costs/6613/year = 71 years

42 USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). “California Agricul-

tural Statistics: Livestock and Dairy.” Crop Year 2013 at 68; F&WW analysis 

of EPA’s AgStar database. Available at http://gispub4.epa.gov/AgSTAR/

index.html and on file at F&WW. Accessed September 26, 2016.

43 Martin, Andrew. “Farm bill stinks for the meat industry and that’s not 

entirely bad.” Bloomberg. January 31, 2014; EPA, USDA and DOE (2014) at 

13 and 21.

44 USDA. [Press release]. “USDA announces support for producers of ad-

vanced biofuel.” December 2. 2014; USDA Rural Development. “The Impact 

of the Rural Energy for America Program on Promoting Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy.” March 2012 at 9.

45 USDA, NASS. “Poultry – Production and Value: 2014 Summary.” April 2015; 

North Carolina General Statutes § 62-133.7 (2007). 

46 Maryland Energy Administration. “Plan to Increase Maryland’s Renewable 

Energy Portfolio by 20% RPS by 2022.” March 2010 at 2; Maryland S.B. 348, 

Chapter 135. “Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard - Tier 1 Renewable 

Source - Poultry Litter.” 2008 at 1.  

47 See: F&WW. “Poultry Litter Incineration: A False Solution to Factory Farm 

Pollution.” October 2015.

48 Fulhage, Charles et al. “Generating Methane Gas from Manure.” University 

of Missouri Extension. 1993. Available at http://extension.missouri.edu/p/

G1881 and on file at F&WW. Accessed September 14, 2016; Penn State 

Extension. “Anaerobic Digestion: Biogas Production and Odor Reduction 

from Manure.” Available at http://extension.psu.edu/natural-resources/en-

ergy/waste-to-energy/resources/biogas/projects/g-77 and on file at F&WW. 

Accessed September 14, 2016.

49 Lazurus (2008) at Abstract.

50 Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade & Consumer Protection. 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. “Final Report on Wisconsin’s 

Dairy and Livestock Odor and Air Emission Project.” September 2009 at 4.

51 Bartolone, Pauline. “California cap-and-trade paying off outside state, but 

not in Valley.” Sacramento Bee. September 9, 2015; Subler, Scott. “Providing 

Carbon Credit Revenue for the Adoption of Lagoon Covers on Hog Farms 

in North Carolina and Dairies in New York, Final Report.” Environmental 

Credit Corporation. December 22, 2011 at 3.

52 See: F&WW. “The Truth About Offsets.” Issue Brief. May 2013.

53 Bartolone (2015).

54 California Air Resources Board, State of California Environmental Protec-

tion Agency. Offset Verification Statement. Ideal Family Farms Digester 

Project. January 1, 2015.

55 Bartolone (2015).

Copyright © November 2016 by Food & Water Watch.  All rights reserved.  This issue brief can be viewed or downloaded at foodandwaterwatch.org.

Food & Water Watch 
is safe, accessible and sustainable. So we can all enjoy and trust in what we eat 
and drink, we help people take charge of where their food comes from, keep clean, 

quality of oceans, force government to do its job protecting citizens, and educate 
about the importance of keeping shared resources under public control.




