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Chair Wilson, Vice Chair Crosby  and members of the committee. My name is Rebecca Wolf
and I am writing in support of HB 718 on behalf of the nonprofit Food & Water Watch and our
40,000 Maryland members.

The Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) is an important tool to help Maryland meet ambitious
climate goals, but it has been hijacked as a waste management subsidy on behalf of Maryland
ratepayers. The RPS was established for the purpose of speeding our transition to renewable
energy with both “long-term decreased emissions and a healthier environment to the public at
large”.1 Currently, the RPS has subsidies for sources that produce more carbon than fossil fuels
per unit, and also threaten the health of Marylanders.2 These dirty sources increasingly occupy
space that can and should be filled with clean renewable energy like wind, solar, and
geothermal.3

It is time to clean up the RPS by removing definitions that bring more waste into communities,
like methane generation from anaerobic digestion. In the anaerobic digestion of factory farm
waste, animal waste, fats, solids, oils, and other materials are fed into a digester where it is
broken down by microorganisms that can only thrive in the absence of oxygen.4 Since factory
farms produce unmanageable volumes of waste, digester facilities are often touted as a solution
to the environmental issues that waste creates. However, this is a false promise - sending
animal waste to a large, regional digestion plant creates methane, but does nothing to mitigate
the significant air and water quality issues associated with factory farms.5

Digesters do not get rid of waste, in fact, they concentrate it.6 They do not stop nutrient pollution
like phosphorus run-off, in fact they could make it worse.7 They guarantee the continued
production of waste - because they must be fed to operate.8 They bring waste into communities.
And no matter the source, methane combustion utilizes leaky infrastructure and releases CO2

into the atmosphere.9, 10
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Leaving biogas in the RPS has real, immediate consequences for our climate goals and
communities across the region. Although opponents of this bill tout biogas as a “win-win” to
waste and energy problems, biogas in the RPS increases emissions and waste in residential
neighborhoods. There are real threats to not passing HB 718 this year:

1. Generating new methane and CO2 emissions: Poultry manure does not inherently
produce methane, management systems and digesters generate it.11 Anaerobic
digesters must be fed with waste to first produce biogas, and then refine it into methane
and CO2. In the proposed Bioenergy project in Sussex County Delaware, the company
plans to import waste from DE, MD, VA and PA to feed a large, expensive regional
digester in a residential community. They hope to take processing facility fats, oils,
grease and other solids (all of which is very high in nutrient loads and biochemical
oxygen demand), wood materials, and hatchery waste in addition to poultry litter. They
also plan to directly release CO2 into the atmosphere as part of the methane refining
process.12

2. Relying on methane, guaranteeing ammonia pollution: The prefix “bio” before biogas
doesn’t make it clean — it’s still composed of methane (the primary constituent of
fracked gas) and other pollutants.13 Methane is nearly 90 times more powerful a
greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide over a 20-year period.14 Plus, burning biogas
releases CO2 and other poisonous gases, including nitrogen oxides, ammonia and
hydrogen sulfide.15 On top of this, the transport of biogas and materials to and from
digesters still uses massive amounts of toxic diesel fuel.16 In fact, recent studies show
that composting digested material results in increased ammonia emissions when
compared with composting undigested material.17 Alarmingly, ammonia emission from
livestock operations alone account for over 12,000 premature deaths each year in the
United States.18

3. Promoting new gas infrastructure: To keep biogas in the RPS would promote new gas
infrastructure. The production of methane from organic matter through anaerobic
digestion has been used as an excuse for expanding and entrenching liquified natural
gas (LNG) infrastructure.19 During a MD Board of Public Works meeting on July 1, 2020,
several witnesses used the increasing availability of so-called renewable natural gas
(RNG) as reason why the Eastern Shore Pipeline should be permitted despite concerns
from advocates.20 In the proposed Bioenergy project in Sussex County Delaware, the
company expects up to 199 gas tanker trucks trips a day to carry the biomethane to the
500-mile Eastern Shore Natural Gas pipeline network in Maryland.21

4. Relying on a system that leaks methane: Studies show that in 2015, leaks along the
natural gas supply chain were approximately 60% higher than the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency inventory estimate.22 On the Eastern Shore, a 2-15% leak rate from
the major directed biogas projects could release up to 5,187 metric tons of methane –



comparable to the greenhouse gas emissions from almost 100,000 gas-powered cars on
the road all year.23

5. Intentionally tying waste production to energy: Research shows that renewable
natural gas could be even more climate intensive than fossil natural gas, “particularly if a
wave of facility buildouts encourages ‘intentional’ waste production”.24 While opponents
of this bill have denied this possibility in the past, it’s a fact that once a large digester is
built, it must be fed constantly.25 In Northern Ireland, the introduction of digester
subsidies was an intentional facilitation of the expansion of poultry factory farms.26

6. Stranding assets for Maryland ratepayers to bail out: The Maryland Office of Public
Council released a report last year cautioning that the replacement and expansion of gas
infrastructure will cause gas delivery costs to skyrocket in Maryland. They note,
“Because we need to address climate change, to which fossil gas contributes, gas
utilities themselves face the possibility that their investments will become obsolete and
uneconomic. If that happens, the public may be asked to bail them out.”27 Since the
construction of biogas facilities is extremely costly, they are generally not profitable
without taxpayer or ratepayer supported subsidies and incentives.28 The inclusion of
biogas in the RPS provides an unwanted financial incentive to add new greenhouse gas
emitting technology to our grid under the guise of renewable energy - all on the public’s
dime and at the public’s risk.

Currently, the Maryland RPS only supports two biogas facilities in Ohio. One was sued by the
state in 2016 after numerous Ohio EPA inspections and over 250 citizens complaints.29 There
are currently no facilities in Maryland that receive Maryland RPS RECs, but that could change.
The aforementioned proposed facility in Delaware would be eligible for support from the
Maryland RPS.

Luckily, the question before us today is simple - factory farm biogas is not a Tier 1 definition of
renewable energy. It does not contribute to a healthier environment or long-term decreased
emissions. We are at the same point now with looming entrenchment in the RPS that trash
incineration was 10 -15 years ago. Inaction on this bill has consequences and we have the
opportunity to remove waste management from entanglement with energy subsidies. I urge
favorable support of HB718 and thank you for your thoughtful consideration.
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