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The Animal Waste Technology Fund has
failed on its basic promise. After more
than $15 million in public dollars spent
over more than a decade, Maryland has
little evidence that the Animal Waste
Technology Fund - created to support
economically viable technologies that
reduce nutrient pollution from animal
waste - has produced measurable nutrient
reductions, water-quality improvements, or
public health benefits.

Animal waste technologies don’t solve
the underlying manure problem. They
do not eliminate excess manure or its
nutrients. Instead, they transform manure
into new waste streams that still require
management and disposal, all while

the industrial animal agriculture system
generating huge volumes of manure
remains largely unchanged.

The program entrenches factory farming.
Animal waste technologies have high
capital costs, depend on continued
government subsidies, and tend to favor
the largest animal feeding operations,
which are the same systems generating
excessive manure and pollution.

4.

Funded projects are disproportionately
sited in already overburdened
communities. The program fails to assess
environmental justice impacts or ensure
community safeguards when determining
funding. Almost all of the funded projects
have been located in communities
identified as overburdened by Maryland’s
Environmental Justice Screening Tool.

The Animal Waste Technology Fund lacks
adequate accountability and transparency.
Failed and stalled projects, repeated
extensions and limited public information
make it difficult to determine whether
projects are operational or delivering the
environmental benefits for which they
received public funding.

Maryland should shift from subsidizing
animal waste technologies to preventing
pollution at its source. This includes
phasing out the Animal Waste Technology
Fund, redirecting funds toward proven
conservation practices and farmer-
transition programs, and strengthening
animal feeding operation oversight and
enforcement.



Introduction

For more than a decade, Maryland has
funded anaerobic digesters and other waste-
conversion technologies through its Animal
Waste Technology Fund (AWTF), to address
the growing manure problem created by
animal feeding operations (AFOs), including
large-scale industrial animal operations
commonly known as factory farms. Anaerobic
digesters break down manure in oxygen-

free tanks to produce factory farm gas, also
known as manure biogas, while other animal
waste technologies process manure into
products like fertilizer, fuel, or biochar. The
fund was created to support economically
viable technologies that reduce nutrient
pollution from animal waste to help protect
public health and the environment and provide
farmers with alternative ways to manage
manure. Yet, the underlying problem has

only grown. Hundreds of industrial AFOs
throughout Maryland continue to generate
enormous volumes of manure, often in excess
of the nutrient needs of surrounding cropland,
contributing to persistent water and air
pollution and threatening public health.

This report details how the AWTF has failed
to demonstrate that these technologies can
meaningfully address Maryland’s manure
problem. Since its creation in 2013, the

fund has obligated more than $15 million

in taxpayer dollars to 14 projects,’ with a
quarter of those projects apparently having
failed or remaining “in progress” years after
receiving state support. Moreover, at least half
these funds have gone to corporations and
entrepreneurs—not Maryland farmers. The
program has also provided almost no publicly
available evidence that its investments have
produced measurable reductions in nutrient
pollution or lasting environmental and public
health benefits.

More fundamentally, animal waste
technologies do not eliminate the enormous
volumes of manure generated by factory
farms. In fact, they depend on the continued
production of large quantities of animal waste
and, rather than addressing the underlying
pollution problem, transform manure into new
waste streams that still require management
and disposal. These systems also tend to favor
the largest industrial operations, as there are

high capital and operating costs involved,
disadvantaging small and mid-sized producers
using superior waste management practices.
As a result, Maryland’s investment of public
dollars in animal waste technology entrenches
the industrial animal agriculture systems
responsible for generating excessive, highly
polluting manure in the first place. Finally,
these animal waste technologies can generate
additional environmental, public health, and
safety concerns for already overburdened
communities living nearby.

Ultimately, Maryland should stop using
taxpayer dollars to attempt to engineer its
way out of a problem rooted in the scale

and concentration of factory farms. Instead,
public resources should be directed toward
approaches that strengthen accountability for
AFOs and support farmers in adopting proven
conservation practices or transitioning away
from the factory farming model.

This report examines the AWTF’s
shortcomings and highlights how specific
funded projects under this program illustrate
why Maryland should phase out the fund and
redirect its resources toward more effective
solutions.



Factory Farm Pollution in
Maryland

Along Maryland’s Eastern Shore, a dense
concentration of hundreds of chicken

AFOs has contributed significantly to water
pollution, with little relief to those who live
nearby. These operations each house hundreds
of thousands of birds, generating massive
volumes of manure that contaminate both air
and water resources.? This waste is periodically
applied to spray fields, despite containing
pathogens, antibiotic-resistant bacteria, and
heavy metals, and frequently in excess of crop
needs.® For example, one study found that in
2019, more than half of the poultry operations
in Maryland whose records were available
reported to the state that they had over-
applied manure to their crop fields.* Excess
manure readily runs off into nearby waterways,
driving nutrient pollution downstream and
degrading water quality.®

Drinking water contamination is a particular
concern on the Eastern Shore. Testing has
consistently found unsafe nitrate levels across
the region, and in Wicomico and Worcester
Counties, more than one third of residents
may have been exposed to water above safe
standards.® Nitrates are linked to a variety

of serious health issues, including colorectal
cancer, thyroid disease, neural tube defects,

and “blue baby syndrome.”” These burdens
also raise serious environmental justice
concerns: low-income communities and
communities of color are disproportionately
located near AFOs and bear the brunt of this
intense pollution.®

Factory farm pollution also contributes

to the degradation of the Chesapeake

Bay. Agriculture is the largest source of
water pollution in the United States,® and
agricultural runoff is the largest source of
pollution entering the Bay.'® AFO manure in
particular “is a primary source of nitrogen
and phosphorus to surface and groundwater”
and around 95% of Maryland’s AFOs are
located in the Chesapeake Bay watershed.”
Excess nitrogen and phosphorous flowing
into the Bay from animal waste has led to
algal blooms, eutrophication, dead zones,
and declines in aquatic life populations. The
Maryland Department of the Environment
(MDE) attributes about half of the total
excess nutrients in the Chesapeake Bay to
agriculture.”

Yet rather than addressing the scale

and concentration of industrial animal
agriculture, Maryland has invested millions
of public dollars through the AWTF in
technologies intended to process, burn,
gasify, or otherwise convert animal waste.
As the following sections demonstrate,
these investments have come at a
significant taxpayer expense while failing to
meaningfully reduce pollution.

What is the Animal Waste
Technology Fund?

Maryland established the Animal Waste
Technology Fund (AWTF) in 2013

to “encourage the development and
implementation of economically feasible
technologies that help protect the public
health and the environment by reducing the
amount of nutrients from animal waste to
enable farmers to meet nutrient management
requirements and provide alternative animal
waste management strategies to farmers.”™
The bill analysis notes that “agriculture

faces increasingly challenging goals to
restore the Chesapeake Bay” and thus the
fund could provide “new answers to [the]
manure challenge.”* Funding for the program



is provided through the Chesapeake and
Atlantic Coastal Bays Trust Fund, a dedicated
environmental fund that supports Chesapeake
Bay restoration activities.”

Each year, MDA solicits applications for the
AWTF. According to the agency, eligible
projects “should demonstrate the potential to:
enhance public health and environmental well-
being; offer alternative waste management
solutions for the agricultural sector; and have
a positive economic development impact in
the state.”” Projects that provide “climate

and community benefits” receive additional
consideration.” However, it is unclear how
much weight these benefits carry in the
project selection process, particularly since
MDA has recently identified quantifying them
as an “opportunity” for the program.”®

Public health and environmental benefits are
central to how projects are supposed to be
evaluated. Internal review documents provided
by MDA reflect five criteria used by the
Technical Committee to evaluate applications,
listed in order of importance.” The first asks
reviewers to consider “[t]he extent to which
the Project demonstrates...[it] will improve the
public health and the environment resulting

in the reduction of nitrogen and phosphorus
transport to the waters of the State...”?°

Yet, there is remarkably little information
demonstrating whether funded projects
actually achieved these promised benefits.?
MDA does not make any final reports available
online, despite the fact that the AWTF Grant
Agreement signed by awardees requires them
to provide a final report to MDA at the end of
their grant period.

Since its establishment, the AWTF has
obligated more than $15 million tax dollars

to various technologies, including anaerobic
digesters, with at least half of the awards
going to corporations and entrepreneurs
rather than Maryland farms.?? At least 25%'

of that funding has been spent on projects
that are either failed to move forward or are
“in progress,” despite having been awarded
funds a decade ago.?® For other projects,
publicly available information is insufficient to
determine whether they remain operational
or continue to provide the environmental
benefits for which public funds were awarded.
The following sections examine this record in
greater detail.




Case Studies

Below are just a few examples of projects that highlight the need to reexamine the AWTF and
the use of public funds to subsidize animal waste technology projects over proven conservation
practices and farm-transition programs that would achieve greater environmental benefits.

CleanBay Renewables

In 2016, CleanBay Renewables was awarded a $1.4
million AWTF grant to build a manure-to-energy
plant in Somerset County, using poultry litter as the
feedstock.?* Like many of these types of projects,
state and federal subsidies, along with tax credits, q
were essential for it to be economically feasible. 6
In addition to the Maryland grant, CleanBay

Renewables was also awarded a $22 million grant

through USDA’s Fertilizer Production Expansion
Program.?®

RENEWABILES

From the outset, this facility was framed as a solution to both manure management and climate
concerns associated with the poultry industry. CleanBay claimed it would be able to repurpose
more than 150,000 tons of chicken litter annually?® and argued that converting poultry litter into
manure biogas and fertilizer would reduce nutrient pollution, “significantly” cutting water pollution
and greenhouse gas emissions, all while creating economic opportunities on Maryland’'s Eastern
Shore, including 26 full-time jobs.?”

CleanBay also characterized poultry litter as a “superior feedstock” compared to other types of
manure.?® This is a baffling claim since raw poultry litter is dry and emits little methane under
current production methods,?® so large volumes of water must be added to the manure.*° This not
only diverts precious water resources but also has the potential to create novel methane emissions
from digester leakage.

CleanBay planned to construct the facility in Westover, Maryland. Throughout the process,
residents had concerns about the amount of waste that would be brought to the facility and the
impact it would have on their quality of life. CleanBay had modified their site plan four times, each
change increasing the project’s size.3' County officials acknowledged there was “no limit” on how
much waste could be brought to the facility each day.3? Despite these concerns, the Planning and
Zoning board approved the project and allowed it to move forward. At the same time, CleanBay
was attempting to build another similar facility in Georgetown, DE where public outcry was

even stronger—and included a lawsuit arguing that this was an industrial refinery being built in a
community zoned for agriculture.’?

Despite Maryland disbursing more than $800,000 of the $1.4 million AWTF award, and the
company being awarded a $22 million grant from USDA, $400 million in tax credits, and a 15-
year agreement with BP to purchase the methane gas produced by the facility,3* CleanBay
Renewables’ operation never reached commercial production. In 2025, the company was subject
to a forced asset sale due to defaulting on its loans, which included its AWTF-funded facility and
all subsidiaries.>®> When MDA presented to the General Assembly on the AWTF at the end of 2024,
it noted that for this particular project, it had transitioned to annual reporting and there was “no
known startup date or status.”s®



EarthCare LLC

In 2021, EarthCare LLC was awarded a $2.24 million grant from the AWTF to construct a
gasification and dryer facility in Wicomico County that would convert poultry litter into “Ecochar,”
a soil amendment intended to help trap carbon.?” The project claimed it would convert up to
30,000 tons of litter into 4,100 tons of Ecochar each year.%®

The proposal quickly generated community concerns about the facility’s public health and
environmental impacts. Studies show gasification plants release heavy metals, tars, and toxic gases
into the environment, causing air pollution linked to various health harms.*® EarthCare LLC was
also seeking a special exemption to the county’s zoning code, claiming it was a composting facility,
which is very different in both nature and scope than a gasification plant.*°

In January 2022, MDA withdrew the AWTF award for EarthCare LLC. Confusingly, when MDA

announced the funding for the project, it noted that the company oversaw 11 similar projects in the
~U.S. and abroad and had “extensive experience with this

~ technology.”® Yet, when MDA revoked the award, it stated

that the “concept was promising” and encouraged the

company to reapply when they were “more prepared to

move forward with the project.”#?

| The episode raises questions about accountability: How
did a project that was unprepared to actually move
forward receive a multi-million dollar grant award in

, / = E - the first place?#3 It also highlights a broader gap in the
S —— A program: Despite the potential effects of these facilities

Twenty tons of . on nearby residents, the AWTF did not include formal
Photo obtained from Maryland Department of Agriculture community or environmental justice assessment as part of

its application process.

International BioRefineries, LLC

In 2020, International BioRefineries, LLC (“InBio”) was awarded a $1.9 million AWTF grant for

a biorefinery plant to convert chicken litter into “value-added products” using fast pyrolysis, a
technology that uses heat to quickly decompose the waste.** Six years later, the project has not
begun operating.

Initially, InBio partnered with Elysian Fields, an eight-house poultry operation in Wicomico County,
run by the Chesnik family.4> However, the relationship quickly deteriorated: The poultry operation
reported that over the course of four years, their property was left in complete disarray with
materials left throughout the yard, hazardous materials left unsecured on site, and damage to
buildings on their property.*® The farm was receiving just $1 per month to lease the property to
InBio.

In 2024, InBio decided to relocate the planned biorefinery to Salisbury, leaving the Chesniks to
deal with the damage and clean up. By that point, MDA had allowed InBio to amend and extend
their grant agreement, despite original grant terms requiring the project to be completed within
two years.?” The Department ultimately permitted four extensions. InBio’s quarterly reports
provide little explanation for the lengthy delays: from October 1, 2022 to March 31, 2024, the
quarterly reports submitted by the company are almost identical, with InBio claiming “all the major
components for the project are on site and assembly of the equipment is partially complete.”8

InBio’s relocation to Salisbury was met with significant pushback from the community. MDE
allowed InBio to simply transfer their air pollution control permit to the new location, without
any public notice or input.*® The proposed facility would have been located near at least 80
residences in a community that was already overburdened by pollution. Meanwhile, when InBio



applied to get the proper zoning permit from
Wicomico County, the company described
the proposed structure as a "storage
building” with a "storage occupancy"” use,
and the permit was approved on that basis.>°
Despite the continued delays and apparently
misleading approach to securing zoning
permits, MDA once again extended the
project’s completion deadline to December
31, 2025, and provided an additional
$500,000 in grant funding.”

After community members brought the
facility’s intended use as a poultry litter
biorefinery to the attention of the county,

According to the Chesniks, InBio left extensive debris on their property, including these bags  \Wicomico County investigated and issued

filled with material used in the pyrolysis process that were left outside in the weather for _
years and ripped open. The Chesniks worried what they might do to the environment or to a stop-work order. The County Board of

animals. Photo courtesy of Michele Chesnik. Appeals determined that the faC|||ty was not
a permitted use in the A-1 Agricultural-Rural
zoning district, and the Circuit Court affirmed
that decision.*? The Court specifically found that the proposed operation would create processed
commercial products, including biochar, biofuel, and synthetic gas, and therefore did not qualify
as an agricultural use under county law.>® InBio has since appealed that decision, and the case is
currently pending before the state’s Appellate Court.

The InBio project illustrates several recurring problems with the AWTF including years-long delays,
repeated extensions beyond the original grant period, additional public funding despite the lack of
an operational facility, limited transparency about progress, and significant siting and community
concerns. Six years after the original award, the state still has no operational project—and no
demonstrated nutrient-reduction or other environmental benefits—to show for its investment.

“efinerjesi




Problems with the AWTF

Animal waste technologies can

create additional environmental and
environmental justice concerns.

The environmental, public health, and quality-
of-life impacts associated with AFOs are well
documented. Animal waste technologies
generate additional environmental, public
health, and safety concerns for communities
living nearby, compounding burdens on these
communities.

Manure digesters that are used to produce
factory farm gas illustrate some of these
risks. Anaerobic digestion can increase
ammonia pollution during storage and land
application.>* Digestion also does not eliminate
nitrogen or phosphorous from manure.
Instead, these nutrients remain in digestate,
the leftover byproduct of digestion, which

is often land-applied, and still contributes to
water pollution.®® Factory farm gas projects
also introduce additional safety risks from
pipelines, truck traffic to transport manure or

biomethane through communities, and more
toxic air pollution from biogas processing than
is produced by fossil gas.>¢

In addition to the concerns around the
processes to produce biochar mentioned
above, there are also environmental and public
health implications from the use of poultry
litter biochar itself. Because poultry litter often
contains arsenic from feed additives, biochar
made from it can retain concentrated arsenic,
putting nearby waterways at risk if biochar is
land-applied. One study found arsenic levels
as high as 99 ppm in poultry litter biochar.>”
Pyrolysis, which is also used to produce
biochar, concentrates rather than removes
phosphorus from poultry litter, which has
already high concentrations of phosphorus. As
a result, land-applying poultry litter biochar
risks the same nutrient over-application and
runoff problem as raw litter or digestate.>®
Land application of biochar can also create
particulate-matter concerns for air quality and
human health as fine biochar particles are able
to easily become airborne.?®

Figure 1: Funded Projects and Environmental Justice
Designations in Maryland
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These concerns are particularly important
given where AWTF-funded facilities have
been proposed or located. Of 13 projects?
that received funding through the program,
710 were sited in communities identified by
Maryland’s Environmental Justice Screening
Tool as overburdened, with three considered
both overburdened and underserved.®

Ultimately, Maryland should be directly
regulating industrial animal agriculture
pollution and protecting environmental justice
communities, not incentivizing continued
factory farm pollution to create a “marketable
end use” for the excessive manure the industry
produces.

The AWTF is an ineffective use of

taxpayer dollars that entrenches
industrial livestock operations.

There is almost no evidence, after decades
and millions of public dollars spent, that

the AWTF has met its statutory objective of
creating “economically feasible technologies”
that reduce nutrients from animal waste in the
state.

A 2023 assessment of the program by the
University of Maryland (UMD) noted that the
various technology supported by the fund
faces significant economic barriers, including
high upfront costs and expensive operating
and maintenance costs—with digesters being
particularly costly.?® The assessment also notes
that the economic viability of these projects
relies on continued taxpayer subsidies.® MDA
similarly acknowledged in 2024 that these
technologies don't survive without an ongoing
government support, stating that they are “not
economical” to private vendors.®?

The assessment further states that the
economics of animal waste technology
projects, like anaerobic digesters, tend to
favor larger operations due to the high
capital costs and the economies of scale they
achieve.?® As a result, the systems the AWTF
funds are intended to primarily benefit and
entrench large-scale, highly polluting factory
farms. This aligns with previous research
from Friends of the Earth and the Socially

Responsible Agriculture Project, which found
that anaerobic digesters require significant
scale to profitably produce manure biogas,
and as a result, incentives for factory farm
gas production disproportionately benefit
large-scale operations that can capitalize on
available subsidies.®* That research also found
that subsidizing manure biogas production
creates perverse incentives for factory farms
to produce as much manure as possible
through herd size expansion, consolidation,
or both, and to manage manure in ways that
maximize methane capture potential instead
of methane reduction.®®

Most fundamentally, these technologies do not
eliminate the massive volumes of waste—and
their nutrient loads—generated by industrial
animal agriculture. They rely on (and may
encourage production of) consistent, large
amounts of animal waste and instead, convert
the manure into other nutrient-dense products
that still require careful management and
disposal. As the UMD Assessment explains:
Anaerobic digesters, and other technologies
for converting animal waste to energy, do

not eliminate the need for a land base for
nutrient application, as those technologies
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leave nutrient-dense residuals. Total cropland
and available cropland receiving manure is
declining in Maryland over time.%¢

Public subsidies for these technologies can
therefore create a costly cycle: taxpayers
help finance systems for managing excessive
quantities of manure while the agricultural
structure generating those quantities remains
largely unchanged. Rather than treating
excess manure primarily as a technological
problem in need of a marketable end product,
Maryland should prioritize policies that
prevent and reduce pollution at its source.

The AWTF lacks adequate accountability,
transparency, and community safeguards.

The AWTF was created to support
technologies that would reduce nutrient
pollution, assist with manure management,
and help improve Maryland’s water quality. Yet
despite millions of dollars invested in these
projects, MDA provides little publicly available
information demonstrating whether funded
projects consistently achieved these outcomes
over the long term. As mentioned previously,
MDA does not publish information showing
measurable nutrient reductions, environmental
benefits, or even the continuing operational
status of some projects.

The program also lacks safeguards for
communities that may be affected by AWTF-
funded facilities. Although applicants are
expected to demonstrate the potential to
“enhance public health and environmental
well-being,” the AWTF does not appear

to assess environmental justice impacts,
meaningfully engage communities, or
demonstrate how potential community
harms will be avoided or mitigated. This is
inconsistent with the Moore Administration’s
stated commitment to environmental

justice, particularly as AFO pollution
disproportionately impacts communities

of color and low-income communities in
Maryland®” and animal waste technologies can
exacerbate that pollution. As the case studies
above demonstrate, residents have repeatedly
raised concerns about the siting and impacts
of AWTF-supported projects, sometimes only
after projects have already received state
support or permits.

A program financed with public environmental
funds should be able to demonstrate both
that its investments produce measurable
environmental benefits and that they do not
impose additional burdens on communities
already facing disproportionate pollution.

The AWTF lacks transparency, post-award
accountability, and community safeguards
necessary to provide that assurance.

Policy Recommendations

The AWTF's track record, which includes
failed and stalled projects, weak oversight,
and no publicly demonstrated water quality
or public health benefits, shows that the fund
is not achieving its statutory purpose. At the
same time, the economics of the technologies
it supports remain dependent on continued
public subsidies and tend to favor the largest,
most polluting factory farms.

Maryland should stop subsidizing speculative
animal waste technologies and redirect public
resources toward conservation practices that
deliver meaningful and measurable pollution
reduction, support farmers pursuing more
sustainable and climate-friendly agricultural
production and hold AFOs accountable for
the pollution they generate.

Prohibit state funding for anaerobic

digesters and other manure-to-energy
systems.

Digesters and similar technologies do

not eliminate excess manure. Rather, they
transform and concentrate nutrients into new
waste streams that still require management
and disposal, all while carrying high capital
and operating costs that make many of the
projects dependent on continued government
support. These systems also tend to favor the
largest, most highly polluting factory farms,
due to economies of scale. As a result, public
subsidies entrench the very industrial animal
agriculture systems responsible for generating
excessive pollution in the first place. Maryland
should bar the use of state funds to subsidize
manure digesters or comparable manure-to-
energy systems that process animal waste for
energy for fuel production.
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Instead, limited public conservation dollars
should support practices and programs with
demonstrated environmental benefits and
reduce pollution at its source.

Phase out and repeal the Animal Waste

Technology Fund.

The AWTF has obligated over $15 million to
animal waste technologies, yet MDA has failed
to demonstrate that these investments have
produced measurable reductions in nutrient
pollution or other environmental and public
health benefits. MDA does not make final
project reports publicly available, leaving the
public with little information about whether
funded projects achieved the outcomes

used to justify their awards. The General
Assembly should repeal the AWTF's statutory
authorization and sunset the program,
including ending new solicitations. As part

of the phaseout, MDA should be required

to publish final reports for all outstanding
AWTF projects, including the amount of state
funding provided, project status, whether

the project achieved its stated environmental
objectives, and the disposition of any unspent
or recouped grant funds.

Redirect AWTF funds toward proven

conservation practices and support for
farmers transitioning away from AFOs.

Maryland’'s manure problem is fundamentally
one of concentration and scale. The state’s
hundreds of AFOs generate manure volumes
that often exceed what surrounding cropland
can absorb. Public investment should therefore
support reducing the amount of manure
produced at its source through investment in
proven conservation practices that prevent
nutrients from reaching waterways and helping
farmers transition toward agricultural systems
that generate less concentrated animal waste.

Priorities should include:

® The Maryland Ecosystem Incentives
Program, which provides farmers and
landowners with a range of financial
incentives to adopt conservation practices
that improve water quality, soil health,
biodiversity, and climate resilience.®®

® Technical assistance and financial support
for farmers seeking to transition away from
AFO-scale livestock and poultry production
toward specialty crop production or lower-
density, pasture-based operations.

Invest in stronger AFO oversight,

monitoring, and enforcement.

Conservation incentives should complement—
not substitute for—effective enforcement of
environmental requirements for the operations
generating pollution. Maryland’s oversight of
AFOs has failed to keep pace with the scale
of pollution these facilities generate, leaving
MDE unable to adequately inspect, monitor,
or enforce against factory farms that continue
to degrade the state's waterways and air
quality. The state should dedicate additional
resources to AFO oversight and enforcement,
including sufficient staffing for inspections
and compliance monitoring, improved
monitoring of water quality in areas with high
concentrations of AFOs, greater transparency
about violations and enforcement actions,
and meaningful penalties that deter
noncompliance.

The state should also strengthen the AFO
Water Discharge General Permit to improve
regulation of industrial-scale AFOs and
close major loopholes that have let factory
farms escape meaningful oversight. This
includes setting enforceable limits on
manure runoff, requiring facilities to control
ammonia emissions, regularly monitoring
nearby waterways and wells, and ensuring
transparency for affected communities.
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Conclusion

After two decades of public investment,
Maryland’s AWTF has failed to deliver
meaningful solutions to industrial AFO waste
pollution. Instead, the program has devoted
millions of public dollars to costly and
sometimes unsuccessful projects while leaving
the underlying problem—the concentration

of more animal waste and nutrients than
surrounding land can sustainably absorb—
unaddressed.

Maryland should stop funding failed animal
waste technologies and redirect those
resources toward pollution prevention,
proven conservation measures, stronger
AFO oversight, and support for farmers
transitioning toward less pollution-intensive
forms of agriculture. Public dollars should
fund approaches that can demonstrate real
improvements in water quality, public health,
and the well-being of affected communities.




Appendix A. 2023 Evaluation
Criteria

The Committee shall evaluate each Proposal

to discern whether it meets the goal of the
Animal Waste Technology Program—that being,
to develop and implement an economically
feasible technology that will: (a) Help protect the
public health and the environment by reducing
the amount of nutrients from animal waste to
enable farmers to meet nutrient management
requirements; and (b) Provide alternative waste
management strategies for farmers.

To this end, the Committee, in evaluating each
Proposal, shall utilize the five criteria listed
immediately below (Note: The importance of each
criterion is listed in descending order; and unless
stated otherwise, any sub-criteria within a criterion
has equal weight.):

1. The extent to which the Project demonstrates
the following: a. The Project will improve the
public health and the environment resulting
in the reduction of nitrogen and phosphorus
transport to the waters of the State; and b. The
Project will help preserve the viability of the
agricultural industry by improving animal waste
management strategies.

2. The particulars of the animal waste technology
project and whether, in descending order of
importance, the technology:

a. Treats/addresses a majority (by weight or
volume) of on-farm generated manures;

b. Treats/addresses comingled on-farm
generated manures and other animal wastes as
defined in the Proposal,;

c. Treats/addresses a majority (by weight or
volume) of animal wastes other than on-farm
generated manures, as defined in the Proposal;
or

d. Provides innovative designs and
demonstrations of farm equipment that
promote improved nutrient application and
nutrient efficiency of animal wastes.

The Grantee’s readiness to begin implementing
the Project and ability to complete it in a timely
manner as demonstrated by: a. The expertise of
key personnel and, in particular, their expertise
in relation to implementing the proposed
technology; b. The sufficiency of staffing and,
in particular, the employees and/or contractors
named to develop/install/construct/implement
the proposed technology; and c. The external
financing available to develop/install/construct/
implement the proposed technology (other
than the requested grant sum).

The Project will have both a positive economic
development impact in the State and
demonstrate economic feasibility. Economic
impact and feasibility may be demonstrated by
one of the following: producing higher value
end-products that may offset animal waste
disposal costs, improving management of
animal wastes, or resulting in on-farm savings
(time, utilities, etc.) from the operation and
maintenance of the technology.

The investment that others, including the
Grantee, have in the proposed technology,
including its development and implementation.



Appendix B. Table of Funded Projects

Project Fundin . Location & EJ Screenin
) 9 Type of Project 9 Status
Name Award Assessment
Biomass Heating )
Solutions USA, Fluidized bed combustion Double Trouble Farm, Rhodesdale, MD COMPLETE
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Creen Howntan
gres, In vessel composter/ Woodbine, MD OPERATIONAL
Inc. $150,790 . i
. turnkey - equine Not overburdened; underserved STATUS
(Washington UNKNOWN
State-based)
COMPLETE-
Veteran Compost $237.520 In vessel composter/ Walkersville, MD OPERATIONAL
(Maryland-based) ’ turnkey - dairy Overburdened; not underserved STATUS
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Secured all

permits with
county. County
Executive chose

Veteran
not to renew

Compost Aerated Static Pile . .
(Maryland- $350,302 Composting Moving locations lease and is
based) actively working
with applicant
and MDA on new
site selection.
R(e::weeav:/]i)alis Thermophilic Anaerobic Westover, MD FORCED ASSET
(Maryland- $1,400,000 Digester with Nutrient Overburdened; underserved SALE-NOT
y Capture System OPERATIONAL
based)
Planet Found
Energy
Development . . . . ] COMPLETE-
Phase 1 $676.144 Ana_eroblc dlge_stlon with Pocomoke City, MD,. Worcester County OPERATIONAL
nutrient separating system Overburdened; underserved
(Maryland-
based)
Planet Found Acquired by
Energy . . ] Chesapeake
Development $222.000 Nutrlent_ recovery and Pocomoke City, MD,. Worcester County Utilities
bagging system Overburdened; underserved T
Phase 2 Corporation in
(Maryland- November 2022
based)

COMPLETE-

Colora, MD; Cecil County
OPERATIONAL

Kilby Farms, LLC
(Maryland- $1,850,412 Anaerobic digestion Overburdened: underserved
based)
Renewable Oil Unknown what
. $1,200,000 Fast pyrolysis Salisbury, MD; Wicomico County happened to
International .
funding
International STOP WORK
Biorefineries, $1,947,490 Fast pyrolysis (rapid Salisbury, MD ORDER UPHELD;
LLC +$500,000 thermal decomposition) Overburdened; not underserved IN LITIGATION
(Maryland- ’ P ’ OVER ZONING
based) PERMIT




Manure injection

Sustainable $725,267 technoloay at 3 dair Cecil, Frederick & Carroll County COMPLETE-
Chesapeake fagrxr/ns y Specific locations unknown OPERATIONAL
Earth Care, LLC $2,240,000 Gasification and dryer Salisbury, MD; Wicomico County Funding revoked
(Indiana-based) facility. Overburdened; not underserved 9 ’
UMD
Assessment & " . S
Strategy Phase $714,294 Strategic Planning N/A COMPLETE
1&2
Long Green
Farms, Inc. On-farm anaerobic Rising Sun, MD; Cecil County
(Maryland- $1.546,723 digester Overburdened; not underserved IN PROGRESS
based)
South Mountain Protective cover and flare
Creamery $505,744 system and an advanced Middletown, MD.; Frederick County IN PROGRESS
(Maryland- . Overburdened; not underserved
manure separation system.
based)
UMD
Assessment & $70,000 "Community Engagement” N/A IN PROGRESS

Strategy Phase 3
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