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I. INTRODUCTION

The Bioenergy Association of California (BAC) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 

the proposed standards for pipeline biomethane, pipeline access and related issues.  

Adopting standards that enable pipeline access without undue costs and constraints is very 

important to BAC’s members.  It is also critical to achieve California’s greenhouse gas 

reduction, renewable energy, clean transportation and other important goals.

California enacted AB 1900 to enable pipeline injection of biomethane because of the many 

benefits it provides.  The Air Resources Board and OEHHA underscored those benefits in 

their final recommendations for health-based standards, which BAC generally supports. Yet 

California’s utilities continue to propose requirements and limitations for biomethane that 

would largely preclude or significantly reduce pipeline injection, defeating the intent of AB 

1900.   BAC’s comments below address both the proposed public health standards and 

some of the utilities’ proposals for pipeline integrity.      



II. THE BIOENERGY ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA’S INTEREST IN THIS PROCEEDING

The Bioenergy Association of California is an association of bioenergy companies and public 

agencies working to promote economically and environmentally sustainable bioenergy 

development.  BAC’s industry members include bioenergy developers, waste producers and 

managers, suppliers, investors, consultants and other businesses in the bioenergy sector.  

BAC’s public agency members include local governments, wastewater and solid waste 

facilities, air quality and environmental protection agencies, and more.

Many of BAC’s members have a business interest in pipeline injection of biomethane.  BAC’s 

members generate biogas from all forms of organic waste, including food waste, 

wastewater treatment, agricultural and green waste, dairy digesters, fats, oil and grease,

and landfill gas.   One of BAC’s members, BioFuels Energy LLC, is currently the only company 

in California that is injecting biomethane into a common carrier pipeline.  Several BAC 

members beneficially use the biogas produced at their facilities to generate onsite 

electricity or transportation fuels because they are currently prohibited from injecting it 

into utility pipelines.  In addition, many of BAC’s members – particularly the wastewater 

treatment agencies and landfill managers – may be forced to resume flaring of their biogas 

because of recently adopted air quality rules in the South Coast and San Joaquin Valley Air 

Districts.  

Feasible pipeline injection standards are critical to many of BAC’s members in order to 

beneficially use their biogas for offsite electricity generation, transportation fuels, heating 

and other purposes.   In some regions of the state, due to new air quality rules, pipeline 

injection may be the only way for BAC members to beneficially use biomethane.  

III. AB 1900 AND THE BENEFITS OF BIOMETHANE INJECTION

AB 1900 was enacted to promote the many economic and environmental benefits of 

biomethane use.  Enabling pipeline injection of biomethane can significantly reduce 



greenhouse gas emissions, facilitate RPS compliance, provide low carbon fuels for 

transportation and other purposes, and help California to meet its waste reduction, air 

quality, water quality and environmental justice goals.  As the ARB/OEHHA Report points 

out, biomethane offers several benefits over natural gas. “It is a renewable energy source 

that supports energy diversity, it has the potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, it 

promotes sustainable waste management practices, and its production and use creates 

jobs.” 1

A. Importance of Pipeline Biomethane to Achieve AB 32 Goals  

The importance of pipeline injection of biomethane for greenhouse gas reduction cannot be 

overstated.  Methane is 22 to 24 times more potent a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, 

so measures to capture and convert it are very effective greenhouse gas reduction 

strategies.  Pipeline injection and use of biomethane reduces greenhouse gas emissions in 

several ways:

 Biomethane to pipeline facilities avoid flaring of methane from landfills and 

wastewater treatment facilities;

 Biomethane to pipeline facilities avoid uncontrolled methane emissions from dairies;

 Biomethane can produce transportation fuels that, according to the Air Resources 

Board, are carbon negative because of the methane capture at the source and the

displaced fossil fuel use by motor vehicles. Landfill gas alone could meet half of the 

entire Low Carbon Fuel Standard in California;

 Biomethane can displace fossil fuels used to generate electricity, combined heat and 

power, residential and industrial purposes;

 Use of biomethane can reduce emissions from diverted organic waste, including 

food and agricultural waste, wood and green waste, fats, oils and grease; and

                                                          
1 Final AB 1900 Staff Report at page 7.



 Biomethane can provide baseload power and energy storage to complement 

intermittent renewable energy sources.

B. Importance of Pipeline Biomethane to Protect Public Health

Pipeline injection of biomethane protects public health in several ways.  In heavily impacted 

air districts, such as the South Coast and San Joaquin Valley Air Districts, biomethane can

replace diesel, natural gas and gasoline.  By reducing toxic diesel emissions, especially, 

biomethane protects air quality and reduces public health impacts in heavily impacted 

(environmental justice) communities.   It also avoids power plant emissions in those districts 

and it prevents the need to flare (burn) the raw biogas.

Increasing pipeline biomethane will also benefit water quality by reducing the use of fossil 

fuels that pollute water and by encouraging the development of anaerobic digestion (AD) 

facilities.  A D of dairy manure protects water quality by containing and managing the dairy 

waste.2   And AD of fats, oils and grease encourages their proper disposal and helps to 

prevent sewer overflows, clogged pipes and pumps.3

C. Importance of AB 1900 to Create Jobs, Income and Economic Development

Pipeline injection of biomethane would have significant economic benefits in California.  It 

would provide a source of revenue for local governments and agencies that operate 

wastewater treatment facilities, landfills and other solid waste facilities.  It would also 

provide an additional source of revenue for dairies in California, many of which are 

struggling financially and 10 percent of which have shut down in the past few years.4  

                                                          
2 “2012 Bioenergy Action Plan,” August 2012.  www.resources.ca.gov/docs/2012_Bioenergy_Action_Plan.pdf
3 Id.
4 “Economic Feasibility of Dairy Digester Clusters in California:  A Case Study,” Prepared by the California Dairy 
Campaign for the United States Department of Agriculture, June 2013.  



Pipeline injection of biomethane would also create jobs by facilitating the development of 

new AD facilities and providing an in-state fuel supply, creating jobs directly through new 

project development and indirectly by paying in-state developers for the fuel they produce.     

IV. PROPOSED HEALTH BASED STANDARDS FOR PIPELINE INJECTION

BAC generally supports the methodology and conclusions in ARB/OEHHA’s Final Staff Report.  

Although the methodology is conservative in its assessment of risk, BAC finds most of the 

recommendations to be feasible and supports the recommended measures to protect public 

health.    

A. General Comments on ARB/OEHAA report

Overall, the Final Staff Report is very thorough and provides an excellent assessment of existing 

studies on the health impacts and benefits of biomethane, including the lack of problems found 

in other states.  The Report finds that “from a public health perspective, the injection of 

biomethane does not present additional health risk as compared to natural gas.”5  The Report 

continues by stating that in “all cases, the maximum levels are below the lower action level which 

indicates that from a public health perspective, the injection of biomethane does not present 

additional health risk as compared to natural gas.”6

The Report further finds there are numerous biomethane projects in the United States that 

inject into the natural gas pipeline.  Specifically, there are 33 landfill projects, one farm based 

project, and at least 25 wastewater treatment facilities.  Most of these projects began 

operation within the last ten years, but a couple of projects (Fresh Kills, NY; Rumpke, OH) have 

been in operation since the 1980s. However, there is only one ongoing biomethane project in 

California at the San Diego Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (POTW).  Biomethane 

pipeline injection technologies are clearly successfully demonstrated at ongoing commercial 

scale in other states.  Unfortunately, California is substantially behind. 

                                                          
5 “Final Staff Report on AB 1900,” at pp. 2-3.
6 Id. At p. 70.



B. Testing and Monitoring Requirements

Although BAC generally supports the proposed health-based standards, the recommended 

testing and monitoring requirements seem quite burdensome and could be counter-productive 

if the costs prevent additional biomethane injection.  ARB and OEHHA acknowledges this

challenge:  “Given the broader public benefits from the increased use of biomethane, we 

recommend that the CPUC explore ways to minimize the testing cost burden to the biomethane 

producer.”7

Some possible ways to reduce the costs of testing and monitoring include:

 The Report recommends significantly higher Trigger and Action Level thresholds for 

individual compounds than ARB's Risk Management Guidelines for New and 

Modified Sources of Toxic air Pollutants (Guidelines) (ARB, 1993). The non-cancer 

trigger level would be twice the level at 0.2 for biomethane than at 0.1 in the 

Guidelines. The Upper Action Level for cancer is four times the level at 100 for 

biomethane than at 25 under the Guidelines. The Upper Action Level for non-cancer 

is twice the level at 10 for biomethane than at five under the Guidelines.  Given that 

the recommendations for biomethane are more stringent that the agencies’ own 

guidelines, results that are below the Method Detection Limit should be deemed in 

compliance and retesting should be allowed for minor variations and temporary 

problems with equipment.

 The trigger level for arsenic should be revised.  Trigger levels (for quarterly testing 

from annual) for some COCs, particularly arsenic, may not be quantifiable. The Gas 

Technology Institute (GTI) reported biomethane analyses for arsenic at Below 

Detection Limit of 0.03 mg/m3 and that is higher than the Trigger Level of 0.019 

mg/m3.8 The GTI report did not specify the Practical Quantification Limit (PQL) or 

                                                          
7 Final Staff Report at page 5.
8 Guidance Document for the Introduction of Landfill- Derived Renewable Gas into Natural Gas Pipelines, Gas 
Technology Institute, FINAL REPORT # GTI-12/0007
GTI PROJECT NUMBER 20792, Issued May 2, 2012.  See: 
http://www.gastechnology.org/news/Documents/BiomethaneGuidanceDoc/120007_Landfill_Guidance_Documen
t_FINALREPORT-05-9-2012.pdf.



equivalent Reporting Limit (RL).  

 Copper should not be included in the COCs because it is not found in raw biogas and 

there are potential Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) concerns as to the 

reliability of the limited GTI positive copper test results of biomethane. GTI raw 

biogas tests and ten of 13 biomethane tests were all Below Detection Limit of 0.03 

mg/m3 (trigger level for copper is 0.06 mg/m3). Three biomethane tests reported 

detections of copper up to 0.25 mg/m3). Copper was also found in one of the field 

blanks. However, the Final Staff Report states that copper merits some additional 

evaluation since it may have been introduced in either the upgrading equipment or 

the sampling apparatus used for testing, and ARB and OEHHA intend to further 

investigate copper as the CPUC rulemaking progresses to determine whether it is 

appropriate to require monitoring of this compound, or if the risk management 

approach needs to be adjusted.9  

C. Changes Needed to Rule 30 to Conform with ARB/OEHHA Recommendations

Currently, Rule 30 requires monitoring for numerous constituents that ARB and OEHHA did 

not determine to be Constituents of Concern.  Rule 30 should be modified to eliminate the 

following constituents that are not included in ARB/OEHHA’s recommended health-based 

standards:  aldehydes and ketones, formaldehyde, ammonia, biologicals, halocarbons, 

hydrogen, mercury, volatile metals, PCBs, pesticides, pharmaceuticals, animal products, 

volatile organic compounds, SVOCs, PAHs, and volatile fatty acids.

If testing should be required for these constituents, it should be similar to spot testing 

required by ARB/OEHHA.

D. Interim Standards Needed for Additional Organic Waste Sources

The Final Staff Report recommends standards, testing and monitoring requirements for 

three categories of organic waste:  landfill gas, wastewater treatment gas and dairy digester 

                                                          
9 Final Staff Report at page 71.



gas.  While these are among the largest current sources of biogas, there are other sources 

of biogas that should be eligible for pipeline injection.  The Commission should explicitly 

allow for pipeline injection of biomethane from anaerobic digestion of diverted organic 

waste (food processing and food waste, fats, oils and grease, etc.), agricultural and green 

waste, wood waste and other types of organic waste.  

Until additional data and analysis is conducted on the biogas from these other waste 

sources, BAC recommends that the CPUC adopt the same health-based and pipeline 

integrity standards for these other waste sources as for wastewater treatment facilities.  

Since landfills contain both organic and nonorganic waste, landfill gas contains constituents 

of concern that should not be present in the biogas generated from agricultural, food and 

other organic waste sources.   Since some wastewater treatment facilities co-digest food 

and water treatment wastes, wastewater biogas standards seem the closest equivalent to 

other organic waste sources not included in ARB/OEHHA’s Final Staff Report.

E. Retesting Protocol Needed

The Final Staff report does not provide guidance about when retesting would be required and 

whether it’s actually allowed.  It also does not provide any protocols for retesting.  Providing 

clear guidance on retesting could help to reduce the costs of testing and monitoring and would 

also be more effective at protecting public health.

 Without further monitoring and reporting protocols (not included in the Report 

recommendations), potential laboratory and field QA/QC issues could complicate 

interpretation of the results. Review and retesting to validate compliance with 

Trigger and Action Levels may be required and should be allowed by ARB. Where 

PQLs or RLs that are at or below the Trigger Level cannot be reliably achieved (see 

comment above), “no detection” or trace results should be accepted as in 

compliance.

 Laboratories flag issues such as trace results, estimated results outside the 

calibration range, and the presence of the substance in method blanks. However, it 

is the responsibility of the reporting entity to interpret the results and the results 



may not conclusively quantify the presence of the substance at or above a Trigger or 

Action Level. Retesting should be allowed to substantiate and clarify results.

 Furthermore, as commonly done with air pollution control device requirements, 

flexibility should be afforded biomethane producers to retest if minor facility 

problems are identified and promptly corrected.

F. Other Issues Related to Public Health Standards

The Report website indicates a Constituents of Concern Health Risk Calculator will be 

provided. Public review and comment of the Calculator should be allowed to maximize its 

utility. It is anticipated that the Calculator may be in a similar format as for California Human 

Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) (http://oehha.ca.gov/risk/Sb32soils05.html).  The proposed 

standards need to more clearly define the types of changes that trigger repeating the start-up 

testing.  They should also clarify whether injection needs to be suspended while start-up testing 

occurs.

V. PIPELINE SAFETY STANDARDS

As numerous studies have pointed out, pipeline injection of biomethane is common across the 

country and is not a greater risk to pipeline integrity than natural gas.10   There are currently 59 

facilities injecting biomethane into pipelines in 15 states.11  Those facilities conduct real-time 

monitoring and have both alarms and automatic shut-off valves.  

Most other states and utilities set standards for the following: BTU, 02, N2, Inerts, Total Sulfur, 

H2s, H20, temperature and Wobbe.12 These standards have been sufficient to avoid pipeline 

                                                          
10 See, for example, Guidance Document for the Introduction of Landfill- Derived Renewable Gas into Natural Gas 
Pipelines, Gas Technology Institute, FINAL REPORT # GTI-12/0007
GTI PROJECT NUMBER 20792, Issued May 2, 2012.  See: 
http://www.gastechnology.org/news/Documents/BiomethaneGuidanceDoc/120007_Landfill_Guidance_Documen
t_FINALREPORT-05-9-2012.pdf
11 Presentation by Renewable Natural Gas Coalition to the CPUC, June 4, 2013.
12 Id.



safety issues for years or even decades in some cases and, we believe, are adequate to protect 

California pipelines.

A. Adjust Heating Value

BAC recommends that the Commission adopt a heating value standard of 950 BTU/scf.  This is

the same or closer to the standard adopted by other states for pipeline gas (fossil fuel and 

renewable).  Both PG&E and So Cal Gas have accepted 970 BTU in the past, but their current 

requirement of 990 BTU/scf is higher than most or all other states’ standards.  Adopting a lower 

heating value standard would be much more feasible than blending before the point of 

injection, although that should be allowed as well to achieve sufficient heat value for 

biomethane injection. 

B. Volume Restrictions and Dilution

Pipeline integrity standards should not include volume restrictions or “pilot” programs that 

require significant dilution of biomethane.  No other state requires volume restrictions or 

significant dilution to maintain pipeline integrity.  Either of these requirements, if adopted, 

would make pipeline injection infeasible and in direct opposition to the goals of AB 1900 and

AB 2196.

C. Testing of Biomethane

Testing requirements should be based on biomethane, not untreated biogas.   Much of the 

information presented by the utilities at the June 4 workshop focused on untreated biogas, 

which will not be injected in pipelines.  Since only conditioned gas (biomethane) will be 

injected, testing requirements should be based on biomethane only.

VI. COST ALLOCATION AND PIPELINE ACCESS

As ARB and OEHHA note in their Final Staff Report, the costs of testing and monitoring could 

preclude pipeline injection of biomethane despite its significant public health, economic and 

other benefits.  AB 1900 and AB 2196 clearly intended to do just the opposite – to level the 

playing field between biomethane and traditional natural gas in terms of pipeline access and 



costs.  If the utilities propose testing, monitoring, dilution or other requirements that would 

increase costs or limit pipeline access for biomethane, those additional costs should be 

allocated to the utilities.  In other words, any public health requirements beyond those 

recommended by ARB/OEHHA should be paid for by the utilities.  Similarly, if the utilities seek 

to impose additional pipeline safety requirements, beyond measures required for natural gas, 

then those costs should also be allocated to the utilities.  Otherwise, biomethane will continue 

to be at a competitive disadvantage and California will continue to lose out on the significant 

benefits the state sought to realize in enacting AB 1900 and AB 2196.

Finally, BAC urges the Commission, ARB and OEHHA to conduct a similar rulemaking to address 

constituents of concern in natural gas so that California has in fact a level playing field between 

natural gas and biomethane.  Although the consideration of natural gas’ public health risks is 

outside the scope of this proceeding, the proceeding has brought to light a number of gaps and 

discrepancies in the regulation of natural gas that continue to give it unfair and unwarranted 

market advantage over biomethane.
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