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First, I want to thank Nicolette Hahn, the WaterKeeper Alliance, and all of you who have taken time out of your busy schedules to join us here today. The title of our panel is “The Search for ‘Sound Science’”, and I’m joined by Dr. Melva Okun and Mr. Robert Cook. I appreciate each of them joining us. 
I also invited Dr. James Zahn, of the USDA Swine Research Center located at Iowa State University, to join us on the panel and present the results of his first-rate research on swine CAFO emissions. Despite Dr. Zahn’s willingness to participate, his superiors within the USDA refused to allow him to join us.
In spite of my admonitions to Dr. Zahn’s superiors to allow him to present his research, they refused, with the paltry excuse that this Summit was not an appropriate venue. In my view, this shameful behavior on the part of the USDA appears to me little more than thinly veiled censorship, denying access to a publicly funded researcher whose published works are centrally relevant for current public policy debates concerning the consequences for CAFOs on our environmental health. I wonder whether the USDA has ever declined an invitation by the National Pork Producers Council, the National Cattleman’s Beef Association, or the American Farm Bureau Federation? 

I would like to stand before you today and say that Dr. Zahn’s situation is an anomalie, an out-of-the-ordinary case of misunderstanding and misapprehension on the part of the USDA. Unfortunately, the only difference with Dr. Zahn’s case, in my view, is the extent to which it is overtly “brash censorship.” Perhaps other researchers will share with you their own set of experiences, that, combined with the experiences of others such as Dr. Steve Wing, Dr. Joanne Burkholder, and myself, bear witness to the fact that Dr. Zahn’s case is far from isolated. More on Dr. Zahn’s situation by another panelist.
Today, scientists are being called upon with increasing frequency to provide the “sound science” as a foundation for policy decisions, administrative action, and court room deliberations. Indeed, the National Academy of Sciences increasingly resembles a kind of scientific Supreme Court charged with the scientific adjudication of the evidentiary foundation of pressing policy issues. But the verification and ratification of issues as scientifically sound by scientists does not, as most of us know, translate into policy action. Moreover, the ratification of issues as “scientifically sound” does not necessarily mean we are raising the most important research questions that will elicit the kind of data that are important and relevant for the health of our society and our environment.

A vivid reminder of this is that just a few short years ago, the almost exclusive category of research questions posed with respect to swine CAFO emissions was: “Do they stink?” and “How do we technically fix these facilities so they don’t stink?”

We continue to ask these questions, but consider the new questions we are asking, and most notably, consider who is asking them: “Can emissions from swine CAFOs constitute a public health risk for neighbors?” The scientifically sound answer is: “yes.”

Certainly, we can ask questions and get scientifically sound answers to relatively low level, relatively unimportant questions. We can continue, and to some extent we probably should continue, to ask questions such as “what types of lagoon covers effectively reduce odors,” or “what types of feed additives will contribute to phosphorous abatement?” Of course, the unquestioned assumptions entailed in these questions include the fact that CAFOs themselves are the appropriate route, versus hoop houses, or other production practices that may consider other factors such as animal welfare. 

When you go down the road of conducting research without asking questions of the path you’re on, or, even worse, being given the assignment of the types of questions you’ll ask based on a protocol that follows the funding source or industry pressure—that’s not sound science, that’s vested interest propaganda. 

I would argue that the unwillingness to address the tough research issues, is part of the reason we see the scientific world asking questions that frequently are not relevant, or even consistent with, the real world questions of farmers, rural residents, and citizens all over this country faced with the daunting prospect of arguably the most radical shift in our food system since the discovery of agriculture itself some 10,000 years ago. 

What kinds of tough scientific questions should we be asking? Let me suggest that every land grant institution in this country put down their olfactometers, set aside for the moment their plant experiments involving genetic modification, and take a pause from narrow and short-sighted economic calculations of how many jobs a particular group of CAFOs ostensibly generates, and take up the following research questions: 

· How will an increasing concentration and consolidation of control over the production and distribution of our food system contribute to a more democratic society? 

· How will the increasing concentration and control over our farmland by absentee owners with vested interests in Wallstreet and elsewhere contribute to the environmental health of this country?

· If the American Farm Bureau Federation is indeed the principle political representative of U.S. agriculture, then whose interests are they serving and what is their role in the radical structural shift in rural America? 

· What kind of a nation do we want to leave our children, that would do justice to the courage and fortitude of our homesteading forefathers and foremothers that created the rich fabric of rural America? 

These are some of the real questions, that deserve the intellect and passionate attention of science and scientists. But even more importantly, these are questions that call upon scientists to recognize their own acute short-comings, to recognize that while science has a role, that the decision over what constitutes “sound science” is not just up to us. Just as hardened medical researchers and physicians grappling with issues of life and death, must turn to ethicists, clergy, and their own conscience for guidance, so too must scientists in agriculture turn to our environmental and social conscience in the form of environmental groups, ecumenical leaders, advocates of social justice, and farmers and rural community members throughout the country who are crying out for something, for someone, to help them. 

Scientists, such as Dr. Zahn, must fight for their independence and freedom, indeed their very jobs. They need your help, because they are asking the kinds of questions you need the answers to. Be forewarned, you may not always like the answers you get, but you should be confident that those that are doing the research are doing so with integrity.

Science will continue, and should continue, to have an important role in informing policy matters concerning CAFOs and their relationship to our environmental, social, and public health. It was just five years ago (February 1997) that I stood before the Iowa House Agriculture Committee and presented the best “sound science” available concerning the impacts of large-scale swine operations. At that time, I pointed out that emissions from swine CAFOs could indeed create a health problem, that water quality degradation was real, and that rural Iowa was a brewing cauldron of social divisiveness and community dissent. And here we are five years later with the Iowa legislature finally realizing they have to do something. While I remain hopeful, I am skeptical.

The next time you hear someone say we lack “sound science” to respond to the environmental, public health, and social consequences of an increasingly concentrated and industrial form of agriculture, I invite you to respond quietly, firmly, resolutely, and consistently by saying, “yes, we do have the sound science, and it ‘sounds’ like this: farmers are disappearing, our waters are polluted, and the air is unhealthy.”

Thank you.

