
State Technical Committee Minutes 
Richmond, Virginia 

January 31, 2012 
 
Wade Biddix, NRCS ASTC-Programs, opened the meeting and welcomed the group to the first meeting of 
2012.  He introduced himself and then asked the group to introduce themselves by stating the organization 
represented.  He also asked them to sign the attendance sheet, updating any necessary information or providing 
contact information if attending for the first time.   
 
Attendance: Wade Biddix (NRCS), Jack Bricker (NRCS), Jane Corson-Lassiter (NRCS/FPCC), Jon Roller 
(Ecosystem Services), Pat Paul (NRCS), Eric Paulson (USDA), Hobey Bauhan (VA Poultry Federation), Kristen 
Hughes-Evans (Sustainable Chesapeake), Sue Ellen Johnson (Piedmont Environmental Council), Libby Norris 
(CBF), Emily Horsley (FSA), Marc Puckett (VDGIF), Dan Solomon (NRCS), David Kriz (NRCS),  Patricia 
Stansbury (VABF, WRIR), Mark Schonbeck (VABF), Mark Dubin (UMD/MAWP/CBPO), John Ignosu (VA 
Extension), Chad Wentz (NRCS),  Ron Wood (NRCS), Diane Dunaway (NRCS),  Jeremy Stone (NRCS), Seth 
Coffman (Trout Unlimited), John David Harper (NRCS), Dan Kugler (University of Maryland), Karen Hudson 
(VIMS), Alan Spivey (VA Forage/Grasslands Council/VA Cattlemen Assn.), Jessica Rhodes (USFWF), Tom 
Harlan (VDOF), Todd Groh (VDOF), Maribeth Pettigrew (NRCS Recorder). 
 
Jack Bricker – NRCS – Opening Comments: We went over preliminary budget info last time.  Look at the 
handout that shows allocations and where we were for 2011.  Our initial allocation is for more than 27 million 
dollars.  I anticipate getting additional money in EQIP.  We have a good start to the year and we anticipate more 
money coming in.  We already have nearly 500 applications for EQIP.  We’re well on our way to using 100% 
of the available funding.  This is also true for CBWI; we may also get money from other Bay States.  We’ve 
pushed the field hard on recruiting applicants for CSP this year.  Last year we had 89 contracts, but we already 
have 191 applications this year.  It’s been a successful sign-up with outstanding work by the field.  We don’t 
have WHIP allocation yet.  We have taken some hits and that’s one of them.   
 
Emily Horsley – FSA – (handout attached) Handout provides CRP/CREP information.  A couple of new 
longleaf pine practices are in place; that brought enrollment up.  We are working toward the CREP enrollment 
ceiling in the Southern River watersheds.  We’re proud of that, but want to continue that effort.  We have been 
talking with DCR about revising the agreement to bump up the ceiling.  Our revised goal will be 20,000 acres.  
FSA will send a letter forward to the Governor and try to get it increased.  They asked for the support of the 
State Technical Committee to include in the letter.  She asked for questions.  They hope to have an update at the 
next meeting.  Wade offered support of the STC, saying he didn’t know of any agency that wouldn’t want more 
CREP enrollment. 
 
Farm Manure to Energy Initiative – Special Presentation – Kristen Hughes-Evans – This is a watershed 
wide effort, specifically focusing on areas that have excess phosphorus.  The over-arching goal is to shed light 
on the subject.  They have 4-6 farm demonstration projects planned.  They are looking for financing.  The 
University of Maryland Environmental Finance Center is involved.  They are looking for advisors on high 
levels.  Economics is going to be a challenge.  Some of the things may not be feasible with the current 
economic climate.  They are encouraging an open exchange of information on technologies.  The ultimate goal 
is to look at performance and then confront any barriers.   
 
With that overview, Kristen turned the time over to Jane Corson-Lassiter who distributed handout:  Farm Pilot 
Project Coordination, Inc.  Reviewed slides on handout: There are various sized farms from 2-11 poultry 
houses.  They want to look at scale of farms, technology and examine air emissions.  Each one will have an ash 
by-product.  The goal is to reclaim energy.  She pointed out that there are multiple levels of technology.  Slides 
on the back emphasize that the solutions must meet the size of the individual operations.  She then segued into 
Dan Kugler’s presentation by stating the need to look at costs/benefits. 
 



Dan Kugler  (retired from USDA) – “pragmatic” economist.  After retiring, he moved to University of 
Maryland where mid-Atlantic office for EPA is housed.  The big question: How these projects at various 
technology levels could be financed.  They are looking at any possible sources of funding to these pilot and 
second-stage projects that appear to be/prove to be sustainable. 
 
Kristen pointed out that the first two projects are here in Virginia, one on the Eastern Shore and one in the 
Shenandoah Valley.  Her fact sheet is included in attachments as part of the minutes of meeting.   
 
It’s a 3 year project.  A web-based clearinghouse of information will be developed as results come in.  That will 
probably be up and going at the end of the 2nd year. 
 
Q: Libby Norris asked re: the concentration on poultry.  A: Right now, dairy waste provides challenges; 
technologies are not as mature with other waste as they are with poultry. 
 
Q: Mark Schonbeck asked how much phosphorus remains in the ash.  A: Kristen said pretty much 100% . 
 
Q: re: USDA’s consideration of manure as a fuel.  A:  Kristen stated that criterion is still being considered.  
They will keep the STC posted on any developments. 
 
Wade stated that this project is very welcome and that we hope it will be an important option for farmers to use 
to improve water quality. 
 
Eric Paulson of VA Dairymen Association – trying to work with “whole farm” plans to reduce phosphorus 
content. Kristen has worked with them to develop this plan.  The operation in place has three steps to process 
manure to take out the phosphorus.  An open house is planned for sometime this year in the Valley so farmers 
can come in on the ground level, look at what’s happening and be able to give input on further development.  
Farms in the Shenandoah Valley are the main focus for now.   
 
Q: Where does the phosphorus go when it is taken out of the product?  A: That is still being considered.  If this 
process is successful, grant will be applied for to help manage it.  They are looking at various markets. 
 
Q: What is the typical size of the relevant farms.  A: Kristen talked about challenge – increasing challenge – to 
have enough land because of encroaching urban areas.  Paulson – if we can convert to “dry matter”, it becomes 
more manageable.   
 
Q: Do farms have a lot of pasture?  A: There is some where manure is spread, but most goes on cropland. 
 
Q: Someone asked re: other BMPs. A: Yes; others are being considered.  That’s a separate part of the grant, but 
it is being considered eligible for cost-share as well.  Outcome should be to develop a menu of options for the 
farmer.  A lot of farmers are doing this already, so this will be support for things already in place. 
 
Diane Dunaway – NRCS – WRP – (handouts attached) – acquisition ongoing for 9 WRP easements; surveys 
have been completed on all.  We are hoping to close earlier than the 12 month deadline.  Restoration plans are 
underway on 8 WRP easements.  That totals 294 acres.   
 
Easement team is in the process of putting together a WRP 5-year plan.  This is required by the National Office.  
We have some catch-up to do.  This will be submitted to NHQ in the next couple of weeks. 
 
FY-12 WRP allocations have been split into three sub-categories: 1) Closing/Monitoring; 2) Acquisition; and 3) 
Restoration.  The reason they are doing that is to bring focus to closing and monitoring, separate from new 
acquisition, and to get the needed restoration caught-up.  In the past, we’ve been given a lump sum. 
 



GRP – handout – monitoring is on schedule.  There has been a huge cut in allocations from last year.  It’s a 
popular program, so this is a bit of a blow.  Applications deadline is next Friday for WRP and GRP. 
 
Mark Schonbeck - Q: Why would a popular program like this be cut? Wade - A:  We don’t really know the 
answer for the cuts in Virginia yet, but it is across the board nationally that the GRP funding has been cut. 
 
Jeremy Stone – NRCS – FRPP – (handouts attached) – Reviewed handout:  400% increase in funding over last 
year.  To put that in perspective:  All that allotment can be used in the Virginia if funds can be matched.  If they 
cannot be matched, they’ll be lost and will be given to another state.  It is a REALLY great match formula – We 
want to stress that this is a GOOD deal, and we’d really like to be able to use these funds within Virginia.  We 
are marketing it to all the LandTrusts in the state, and we are reaching out to land conservation professionals, 
trying to get anyone working in the land conservation field invested in using these monies.  We’re open to 
suggestions as far as ways to promote it. 
 
There are 8 FRPP easements currently open.  Four will close in April.   
 
100% of all easements will be monitored by August.  We are giving more independence on monitoring to the 
participants – there will be select sample audits after the fact which should allow things to move more quickly 
and smoothly. 
 
Wade – PROGRAM OVERVIEWS:  We are in fairly good shape; program funding is down a little bit, but 
still workable.  We may get additional funds later this year too.  We usually run a backlog of requests.  He 
pointed out the handout listing cutoff dates and reviewed the details.  Continuous sign-up is available, but the 
time is divided into “batching periods”.  If funds are not obligated by 7/2, they will go back to Washington for 
redistribution to other states. 
 
CIG – 3 categories – National applications deadline is today.  Notification of pre-proposal approvals will come 
out at the end of February.  Maximum award is a million dollars.  This is a 2 phase program – pre-proposal and 
full proposal.   
 
There is also a CIG for the Chesapeake Bay.  It is just one phase and the deadline is the March 2nd.  The focus is 
on water quality credit trading.  VMRC and VIMs may be submitting a proposal for aquaculture. 
 
Handout:  Wade discussed the DRAFT State CIG announcement – There is a total of $150,000 available 
funding with a limit of $75,000 available per applicant.  Pre-proposals are due March 30, 2012.  Comments or 
suggestions for improvement of the DRAFT announcement should be submitted to Wade by February 8 so they 
can be incorporated into the draft.  Wade reiterated that if anyone has projects that we can support through 
national or state CIG, we’d love to do that. 
 
Q:  Is the State CIG the same as the National?  A:  For the most part, but we have focused a bit more on soil 
health.   
 
CCPI – There will be no new requests for projects.  We will not receive money for new projects, but we are 
anticipating getting money for existing projects. 
 
Dan Solomon – NRCS – CSP – reiterated 191 application received – very good for VA – big increase from 89 
last year.  Pointed out handouts on state grazing land demonstration project on mob grazing for CSP; feeling is 
that this is a very good practice and we would like to promote it in the state of VA. 
 
Forestry – handout shows allocations by fund code.  We have allocated out $580,000 and have only $20,000 
left.  We had 2x as many requests as we had money.  Thanks to DOF for their cooperation. 
 



CAP - Conservation Activity Plans – These are outside providers with certain certifications.  We have had 22 
approved plans and used half of our funds for that.  We have people in VA who are certified to do those CAPS 
here in VA.  We have funds for some things we don’t have anyone currently qualified to certify. 
 
CBWI – no deadlines yet – handout that showed subfund categories and funding pools.   
 
Allocation spreadsheet has been put together; Ag statistics – the percentages is how we allocated the funds to 
different fund pools.  It’s not an exact science, but we do try to follow a formula somewhat for allocations so we 
can explain and document how funds were allocated. 
 
Ron Wood – NRCS – Organic, High Tunnel and Energy - 52 applications received so far.  Lots of funding 
remains for organic.  He will be attending the VBF conference next week to try to encourage more participation.  
Allocations aren’t indicated because this comes from a national pool; we’re not sure how they will work.  It will 
depend on how the rest of the country comes in.  National threshold for automatic approval for organic is 400 
points; this doesn’t really seem to be an issue with us. 
 
AGENCY UPDATES: 
 
Sue Ellen Johnson – Piedmont Environmental Council – As a new member, right now she is just getting the 
“lay of the land”. 
 
Patricia Stansbury (VABF) – just worked on a grant through SAWG re: growing farm profits; it was well 
attended. She will give follow up at next meeting. 
 
Emily Horsley – FSA – We received allocations for the Emergency Conservation Program (ECP) and are 
working to distribute them. 
 
Libby Norris – CB – Their organization is involved heavily in working with matters associated with the 
General Assembly – specifically, of course, they are trying to get funds.  The Farmers to the Bay project is 
coming up again – They are looking for folks interested in a 3 day trip to Tangier.  A one day trip canoe trip 
down Smith Creek is being coordinated for April. 
 
Pat Paul – NRCS – We are still distributing the Gaining Ground videos and are planning to post the new video 
on longleaf pines on our website soon. 
 
Mark Puckett – VA DGIF – The agency survived the Governor’s Commission on Reform – they are very glad 
to still be the DGIF.  One thing that did come out of this reform was coordinated licensing with DMV to register 
boats.  They are also very involved with the General Assembly.  The Sunday Hunting bill is probably the 
biggest bill right now; it has passed the Senate – there is still time to get your opinions to your representatives.  
If it passes, that will open up a lot of issues. 
 
He asked that STC members refer landowners to website www.dgif.virginia.gov/quail to obtain a 
comprehensive update to see what’s been done:  the Bobwhite Bulletin.  He also recognized the valued 
partnership with NRCS/VA Tech and VDGIF – this program will enter its 4th year this year.  Private land 
biologist jobs are working well – four have been hired to other agencies with permanent positions; the down 
side is that these are highly skilled jobs – we invest an enormous amount of time training and hate to lose them. 
 
Dave Kriz – NRCS – looking to see if there are more places where our soils information can be utilized.  He 
explained some of the things being done, then talked about soil index usage with EQIP sign-up.  He asked that 
the partners on the committee let everybody know that NRCS is available to give assistance. 
 



Alan Spivey – VA Grass and Forage Council – He praised the Gaining Ground video.  They have just 
finished 4 meetings; at least 120 people each at all four locations.  Brought in speaker from Colorado; Kathy 
Balk – who has taught cattle and sheep to eat “weeds”.  She was well received.  On the dairy and beef front, 
convention is next week at Hotel Roanoke (the 9th and 10th).   
 
Seth Coffman – TU – Working with Shenandoah SWCD and NRCS on Powerpoint to have it ready for the 
spring JED training.  They’ve taken out a dam and opened up some native habitat.  It has been a busy winter 
and should be a busy spring. 
 
Todd Groh – VDOF – Fire Season begins February 15th – no burning trash between midnight and 4 pm.  There 
has been an increase in fires occurring before official fire season begins.  Let people know to be cautious.  In 
some places in the state, foresters are down to 0; there are still technicians in areas for fire-fighting, but the 
headquarters people aren’t there.  Forestry will take any more money for planting trees that NRCS has to offer.  
Right now there are seedlings available.  He directed the group to go to their website.  They are sold out of 
some seedlings already, however.  Loblolly seedlings last years were sold out across the South; we brought in 
more but are sold out already. 
 
Tom Harlan – VDOF – New regional resource person helping out in Charlottesville. For anybody involved in 
forest stewardship, Tom has taken over that area.  Q: Patricia asked question about hardwood trees.  A: Yes, we 
have them, but not nearly the volume of loblolly seedlings.  Q: What kills loblollies?  A:  It could be almost 
anything…no specific threat at the moment.  Tom will do quite a bit with CREP and Riperian Forest Buffers 
and will be at more meetings, including internal longleaf pine meeting tomorrow.  Jack Bricker commented that 
NRCS supports that effort. 
 
Mark Schonbeck – (VABF/SSAWG) VBFC holiday Kroger center Feb 10 & 11.  David Lamb, NRCS 
Greensboro, will be presenting. Overall theme is transition to organics.  Mark is participating on committee 
nationally which is working on making it easy for NRCS field staff to apply programs to organic growers.  
There have had successful no-till projects already. 
 
Mark Dubin – (UMD/MAWP/CBPO) – They have been successful at getting support and have launched out 
on some scientific review panels; they are trying to bring in more research for a variety of ag practices – 
especially nutrient management, from basic to complex.  They are specifically looking at how these can be 
represented appropriately in Bay modeling.  They are also very interested in no-till and cover crops, poultry 
litter and manure processing technology.  They have 4 panels working right now.  Also interested in interim 
practices - things that haven’t gone through a scientific review, but temporary definition suggested.  VA has 
requested gasification as an interim practice.  That is going to be represented in the Bay modeling program.  PA 
is also interested – they are looking at models with dairy cattle and swine.  He will share results as they come 
out.  Other activities:  new info from U.S. Geological Survey – Sparrow Analysis  - landscape with Bay; new 
analysis is very much up to date.  New maps will come out with info on phosphorus, nitrogen , and sediment 
etc.  They will be available to all Bay states.  There haven’t been as detailed sediment maps available 
previously.  Much analysis is being done that should be helpful for future planning – it’s a multi-year process.  
They are working with USDA. 
 
Their website has been changed – things are different.  He asked the group to provide comments on new 
website. 
  
Karen Hudson – VIMS – partnering with NRCS – VIMS is involved with aquaculture; they are also looking to 
partner with DCR. 
 
Wade Biddix – (NRCS) – adjourned meeting at approximately 11:45 p.m. Wade thanked everyone for coming 
and announced that the next STC meeting is scheduled for March 27, 2012, at 10 a.m.    
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Request  for  Information    

Manure  to  Energy  Technology  Vendors  
  

January  30th,  2012  
 
Project Partners: National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Chesapeake Bay Funders Network, 
Farm Pilot Project, Inc., University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science, University of 
Maryland Finance Center, Virginia Cooperative Extension, Lancaster County Conservation 
District, and Sustainable Chesapeake. 
  
Background:    The  Farm  Manure  to  Energy  Initiative  was  launched  to  evaluate  and  encourage  
the  widespread  adoption  of  appropriate  manure  to  energy  technologies  as  an  alternative  to  land  
application  of  excess  manure  and  poultry  litter  in  nutrient  saturated  regions  of  the  watershed.  
To  achieve  this  goal,  the  project  partners  will  work  to  identify,  demonstrate  and  evaluate  
manure  to  energy  technologies  capable  of  converting  excess  manure  and  poultry  litter  to  
energy,  while  also  providing  alternatives  to  land  application  and  additional  revenue  streams  for  
farms.    Technologies  will  be  demonstrated  on  4-­‐‑6  farms  located  in  manure  “hotspots”  in  the  
Chesapeake  Bay  region  (see  Figure  1)  including:  the  Delmarva  Peninsula,  the  Shenandoah  
Valley  (VA),  the  Western  Potomac  River  (WVA),  and  Lancaster  County  (PA).  Partners  will  also  
work  to  increase  technical  assistance,  information,  and  financing  options  available  to  farmers.  
  

Host  farms  and  technology  vendors  for  demonstrations  in  the  
Shenandoah  Valley,  the  Virginia  Eastern  Shore,  and  
Delaware,  have  already  been  selected.    We  are  currently  
seeking  information  from  technology  vendors  interested  in  
participating  in  farm  demonstrations  in  the  West  Potomac  
region  of  West  Virginia,  the  Maryland  Eastern  Shore,  and  
the  Lancaster  County  region  of  Pennsylvania.    
  
Because  there  are  more  technology  vendors  than  can  be  
demonstrated  by  this  project  on  farms,  as  well  as  a  lack  of  
objective  information  resources  regarding  manure  to  energy  
technologies  that  provide  alternatives  to  land  application,  
project  partners  are  also  working  to  develop  a  web-­‐‑based  
clearinghouse  of  information  that  farmers  and  conservation  
professionals  can  use  to  learn  about  manure  to  energy  

technology  options.  Technology  vendors  will  also  be  invited  to  submit  information  to  be  
included  in  the  clearinghouse.    
  
On-­‐‑farm  demonstration  projects  will  be  supervised  by  Farm  Pilot  Project  Coordination,  Inc.  
(FPPC),  a  non-­‐‑profit  organization  designated  by  Congress  to  develop  manure  management  
solutions  for  animal  feeding  operations  (see  www.fppcinc.org.  for  more  information).  
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Evaluation  Criteria:    Proposed  Demonstration  Projects  submitted  for  consideration  will  be  
evaluated  based  on  criteria  including  but  not  limited  to,  the  following:  
    

1. Proven  on-­‐‑farm  project  history/experience.  
2. Ability  to  replicate/adapt  the  technology  to  other  farms/facilities,  within  the  Chesapeake  

Bay  watershed.    
3. Cost-­‐‑effectiveness  of  the  technology  system,  including  construction,  implementation,  

operation  and  maintenance.    
4. The  likelihood  that  if  widely  adopted,  the  proposed  technology/project  will  facilitate  the  

transport  of  manure  or  poultry  litter  nutrients  out  of  nutrient-­‐‑saturated  regions  and/or  
provide  alternatives  to  land  application  of  excess  manure  and  poultry  litter  nutrients.  

5. Ability  to  meet  all  applicable  federal,  state  and  local  permitting  and  certification  
requirements.  We  are  specifically  looking  for  technologies  with  verified  emissions  data  
demonstrating  that  they  fall  below  the  emissions  permitting  thresholds  for  criteria  
pollutants  and  hazardous  air  pollutants  (note  data  on  uncontrolled  air  emissions  using  
EPA-­‐‑approved  methodology  is  necessary  to  make  this  determination).      

6. The  technology  provides  a  value-­‐‑added  coproduct  that  is  recognized  economically  by  
the  marketplace.  

7. Environmental  benefits  derived  from  the  technology  are  quantifiable.  
8. The  vendor  is  willing  to  share  environmental,  economic,  and  technical  performance  data  

and  results  of  the  farm  demonstration  with  farmers,  conservation  professionals  and  
other  stakeholders  engaged  in  the  project,  and  specifically,  to  allow  information  about  
the  technology  performance  and  cost  to  be  included  in  the  web-­‐‑based  clearinghouse  of  
information  being  developed  by  project  partners.  

9. The  vendor  is  willing  to  contribute  funding  and  technical  resources  to  the  farm  
demonstration  project.      

10. The  vendor  is  willing  to  work  collaboratively  with  the  farm  operation  to  prepare  a  
business  plan  for  the  technology  demonstration  project.  

  
Specific  information  requested  is  outlined  on  pages  3  and  4  of  this  document.  Please  limit  
your  responses  to  20  pages.  Additional  information  may  be  solicited  following  initial  
evaluation.  Please  note  that  the  following  questions  are  similar  (and  in  many  cases  identical)  to  
the  request  for  information  released  by  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Commission  in  advance  of  the  
September  2011  Manure  to  Energy  Summit.  At  this  time,  please  DO  NOT  send  information  
about  a  technology  or  system  that  is  of  a  proprietary  or  protected  nature.  Also  note  that  a  
separate  RFI  has  been  released  seeking  farmers  interested  in  hosting  technology  
demonstrations.  See  www.fppcinc.org  for  more  information.    
  
Deadline  for  Submission:    Proposals  must  be  received  no  later  than  March  15,  2012.  Interested  
technology  providers  should  reply  to:  

Kristen  Hughes  Evans,  Director,  Sustainable  Chesapeake  
3607  E.  Marshall  St.,  Richmond,  VA    23223  
Kristen@sustainablechesapeake.org;  804-­‐‑477-­‐‑7683
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Specific Information Requested 
 

A. BASIC INFORMATION (Company name, contact information, name of technology and 
description of technology) 

 
B.  TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY 

 
1. Is the technology commercially available now? If not, when is it expected to be 

commercially available?  
  

2.  Has the technology been previously deployed or demonstrated on a farm? If yes: 
a. At what scale was it operated and what is its capacity?  (please note that we are 

interested in technologies that propose to operate at the farm as well as the 
community scale). 

b. What type of manure did it treat? 
c. How much manure did it treat?  How much manure is needed to maintain year-

round operations? 
d. Were any environmental permits required/obtained?  If yes, please list the types 

of permits. 
e. If the technology produced energy or heat, how much did it produce?  

Specifically: 
i. What was the total annual wattage capacity and/or BTUs produced? 

ii. How was the energy/heat captured or used?  
 

3. Is it operable by a farmer or best operated by a trained professional?   
a. If the farmer can operate the equipment, what tasks and time would be required 

on a daily, monthly and annual basis? 
i. Daily:   

ii. Monthly:  
iii. Annually:  

 
C. ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 

 
2. How much does the technology cost?  Specifically, what is the: 

a. Total cost:   
b. Annualized capital equipment costs: cost and operating life 
c. Operation costs (annual):   
d. Maintenance cost (annual):   
e. Cost per ton of manure processed:   

 
3. What are the saleable products?  

a. If heat/energy is a coproduct, how much is produced per year and what is the 
cost per unit of electricity and/or heat produced?   

b. If coproducts suitable as a fertilizer are produced, please describe, including: 
§ The estimated amount of total and plant-available N-P-K content.   
§ The estimated market value. 
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c. Are there other, residual coproducts that need market development and/or 
disposal? 
 

4. Would the technology be expected to generate environmental credits (ex. carbon, 
renewable energy, and nutrient)? If so, please describe, including the number of 
credits and estimated market value.   
 

5. Has a business model for the technology been demonstrated and/or written? If yes, 
is it available for review?   

 
6. What sources of financing are currently available?  What sources of financing are 

needed?   
 

D.   ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 

1. What is the ultimate fate (i.e. mass balance) of the manure nutrients?  
 

2. Does the technology facilitate transport of nutrients out of high-density 
manure/poultry litter production areas?  If so, please explain. 
  

3. What data on air emissions are available?  Specifically, what are the emissions of 
criteria air pollutants and hazardous air pollutants (collected using EPA-approved 
methodology) per ton of manure processed or per energy unit? 
 

4. Is there an established market for any nutrient-rich coproduct that could result in 
documentation of export out of high-density animal production regions? If yes, 
please describe.   
 

5. Are there other characteristics of the technology or product(s) that would result in 
reduced N and P loading to surface waters? If yes, please describe:  

 
E. OTHER INFORMATION 

 
Is there any other information you wish to share with us about the technology and its 
potential? 
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