
1

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding
Policies, Procedures and Rules for
Development of Distribution Resources
Plans Pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Section 769.

Rulemaking 14-08-013
(Filed August 14, 2014)

JOINT REPLY COMMENTS OF THE BIOENERGY ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA 
ASSOCIATION OF SANITATION AGENCIES AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ON THE ORDER 

INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON DISTRIBUTED RESOURCES PLANS

GREG KESTER JULIA A. LEVIN
Director of Renewable Resource Programs Executive Director
California Association of Sanitation Agencies Bioenergy Association of California
1225 8th Street, Suite 595 PO Box 6184
Sacramento, CA  95814 Albany, CA  94706
gkester@casaweb.org jlevin@bioenergyca.org
Phone:  916-844-5262 Phone: 510-610-1733 

CHARLES WHITE
Director of Regulatory Affairs, West
Waste Management
915 L Street, Suite 1430
Sacramento, California 95814
Phone: 916.552.5859
E-mail: cwhite1@wm.com

DATED:  October 6, 2014



2

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding
Policies, Procedures and Rules for
Development of Distribution Resources
Plans Pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Section 769.

Rulemaking 14-08-013
(Filed August 14, 2014)

JOINT REPLY COMMENTS OF THE BIOENERGY ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA 
ASSOCIATION OF SANITATION AGENCIES AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ON THE ORDER 

INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON DISTRIBUTED RESOURCES PLANS

The Bioenergy Association of California (BAC), California Association of Sanitation 

Agencies (CASA) and Waste Management (collectively, “the Joint Bioenergy Parties”) 

submit these Reply Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking on Distribution 

Resource Plans.  BAC represents more than 50 private companies, public agencies, 

local governments and others working on sustainable bioenergy development, 

particularly the development of distributed energy from organic waste, pipeline biogas 

and transportation fuels produced from organic waste.  CASA is a statewide association 

of cities, counties, special districts, and joint powers agencies that provide wastewater 

collection, treatment, water recycling, and biosolids management services to more than 

90% of the sewered population of California.  Waste Management is the leading 
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provider of comprehensive waste management and environmental services in North 

America, including 137 landfill gas projects that account for about one‐quarter of all 

landfill gas‐to‐energy projects in the United States.

I.  OVERARCHING COMMENTS

In addition to the specific responses below, the Joint Bioenergy Parties submit several 

overarching responses to parties’ Opening Comments.

A. Importance of this Rulemaking

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with CAISO that this rulemaking fills a critical need to 

comprehensively understand the impacts of Distributed Energy Resources (DER) and to 

address certain cross-cutting issues that arise in a number of proceedings related to 

distributed generation.1 The Joint Bioenergy Parties share CAISO’s desired outcome 

that:

“this OIR can identify and value products and services needed for distribution 
system operation that DER with suitable performance characteristics could 
provide. This proceeding can then inform specific DER policy forums . . . to help 
them identify benefits and develop associated revenue streams available to DER 
projects based on their performance capabilities, or, where appropriate, specify 
interconnection requirements.”2

The Joint Bioenergy Parties also agree with CAISO that this proceeding is very timely 

and will be instrumental in meeting California’s clean energy, distributed generation and 

environmental policy goals.3  The Joint Bioenergy Parties urge the Commission to 

consider several environmental, clean energy and distributed generation policy goals 

that bioenergy can help to achieve:

                                                          
1 Id. 
2 Id. at pages 2-3.
3 CAISO Comments at page 1.
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 Meeting the requirements of AB 1826 and AB 1594 (both enacted in 2014) to 

reduce landfilling of organic waste (food, yard, wood and other organic waste) by 

using that waste to generate bioenergy instead;4

 Helping to meet the state’s air quality goals by reducing wildfire, the intentional 

pile and burn of collected forest biomass, and open pile burning of agricultural 

waste, all of which can be used instead to generate bioenergy;

 Helping to protect water quality by expanding the use of anaerobic digestion at 

wastewater treatment facilities and supporting forest-based watershed 

improvement projects; and

 Improving soil and water quality by using the byproducts of bioenergy generation 

– biosolids and biochar – as organic soil amendments and for reclamation 

projects.

B.  The Goals of AB 327 and Ratepayer Interests

Numerous parties limited their comments to direct grid impacts and costs, ignoring the 

direction of AB 327 to maximize ratepayer benefits,5 which are much broader than grid 

reliability and upgrade costs.  As the Public Utilities Code recognizes, ratepayer benefits 

include the reduction of health and environmental impacts, greenhouse gas reductions, 

and increased use of alternative fuels.6 In order to further the purposes of AB 327, and 

ratepayer interests in general, it is critical that this Rulemaking consider the full range of 

ratepayer interests, not just grid reliability and upgrade costs.

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with EDF’s recommendation to look at DER in a 

portfolio fashion to maximize the different ratepayer benefits.7

                                                          
4 AB 1826 (Chesbro), Statutes of 2014, Chapter 727, and AB 1594 (Williams), Statutes of 2014, Chapter 719.
5 AB 327 (Perea), Statutes of 2013, Chapter 611, SEC. 8, adding PUC section 769.  Section 769(b)(1) and 769(c). 
6 Public Utilities Code section 740.8.
7 EDF Comments at page 7.
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C.  Greenhouse Gas Reductions and Other Safety Benefits and Savings

1.  GHG Reduction is a Safety Benefit and Produces Cost Savings.

AB 327 requires evaluation of safety benefits and “any other savings the distributed 

resources provides to the electric grid or costs to the ratepayers of the electrical 

corporation.”8  The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with the Commission that the relative 

greenhouse gas reductions of different types of DER should be considered in the 

evaluation of safety and other benefits.  As the OIR itself noted, 

“Global climate change is one of the most significant long-term safety challenges 
facing California.  In this context, the relative greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
impact of policies that the Commission considers fits into the rubric of safety 
considerations.  As such, this proceeding may also explore the relationship 
between DER deployment, the DER Plans and California’s GHG emissions 
reductions targets.”9

The Joint Bioenergy Parties urge the Commission to give significant consideration to the 

relative GHG reductions from different resources as they vary substantially from one 

distributed resource type to another.  As CAISO notes, “California enacted policies to 

reduce GHG emissions using several measures including increasing reliance on 

renewable supply technologies and expanding the penetration of various distributed 

energy resources (DER).”10  Many state policies, including AB 32, emphasize the 

importance of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Reducing GHG emissions is both a safety and a cost issue that directly affects 

ratepayer interests.  By reducing GHG emissions, DER can reduce utility compliance 

costs under AB 32, which will save money for ratepayers.  

2.  Significant Differences in GHG Reduction from Different DER types.

The Joint Bioenergy Parties strongly disagree with the comment by the Green Power 

Institute that all renewable forms of generation have essentially the same GHG 

                                                          
8 AB 327, above, adding PUC section 769(b)(1).
9 Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Policies, Procedures, and Rules for Development of Distribution 
Resources Plans Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 769, filed August 14, 2014 (hereinafter, “OIR”), at page 9. 
10 Id. at page 2.
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reduction benefits.11  For most forms of renewable energy, GHG reductions are the 

result of reducing or displacing fossil fuel use.  Bioenergy provides significant additional 

GHG reductions by reducing methane and black carbon emissions, both of which are 

many times more potent as climate pollutants than carbon dioxide.12  The California Air 

Resources Board (ARB) has done extensive GHG analyses of various fuels and found 

that the carbon intensity (lifecycle GHG emissions per unit of energy) of fuels made 

from organic waste is significantly lower than any other fuels or energy sources.13  

According to ARB, fuels derived from wastewater treatment facilities, food and other 

organic waste diverted from landfills, dairy waste and landfill gas are the lowest carbon 

intensity fuels in existence, due to both the methane destruction and the fossil fuel 

displacement.14  No other renewable source is as low in carbon intensity or can provide 

the dual GHG benefits that bioenergy provides. 

3.  Wildfire is a Safety and Cost Issue for Ratepayers that Forest Biomass can 

Alleviate.

The Joint Bioenergy Parties urge the Commission to consider other safety and cost 

issues as well, including the safety impacts and costs of wildfire.  Wildfire causes direct 

and substantial costs to ratepayers both because utilities pay millions of dollars per year 

in fire-related damages caused by utility operations and because wildfires cause 

substantial damage to utility infrastructure.15   As we noted in our Opening Comments, 

forest biomass is a proven means to reduce the risks and impacts of wildfire.16 No other 

DER can provide this safety benefit and cost savings.

                                                          
11 Comments of GPI at page 5.
12 See, First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, adopted by the California Air Resources Board in May 
2014, at pages 17-18.
13 ARB Look-Up Table, available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/reportingtool/registeredfacilityinfo.htm.  
14 Id. 
15 See, R. 08-11-005.
16 Joint Comments of the Bioenergy Association of California, California Association of Sanitation Agencies and 
Waste Management, at page 4.  
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D.  Flexibility and Curtailment

In addition to the benefits described above, the Joint Bioenergy Parties urge the 

Commission to require an assessment of the resources’ ability to provide flexible 

generation and to reduce curtailment.  The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with NRDC’s 

comments that a resource’s ability to reduce curtailment is an important benefit that 

affects capacity, environmental performance, cost and other issues.17  The Joint 

Bioenergy Parties also agree with CAISO’s comments that resource adequacy and 

flexible generation are crucial to determining a resource’s locational value.18  The Joint 

Bioenergy Parties agree as well with the need that CAISO identifies to offer clear 

revenue opportunities for the several types of DER that have the capability to provide 

reliability support services.  As CAISO notes,

“[M]any different types of DER are seeking to participate in the CAISO energy 
and ancillary services markets either because they want to offer resource 
adequacy and flexible capacity to load serving entities or because there is a 
business case for market participation. Many developers indicate that the current 
framework does not offer clear revenue opportunities for DER that have the 
capability to provide reliability support services. The DRP proceeding can help 
address this by identifying distribution system needs and DER-provided services 
that can fulfill these needs.”19

II.  RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC ISSUES RAISED

The Joint Bioenergy Parties submit the following responses to Comments on the OIR.

A. Scope of Benefits, Impacts and Costs to Be Considered

The Joint Bioenergy Parties disagree with many of the parties’ Opening Comments that 

stated or implied that the only costs and benefits to be considered in this proceeding are 

those associated with direct impacts on and costs to the distribution grid. The utilities 

and some of the solar parties suggested that only direct costs and benefits to the 

                                                          
17 NRDC Comments at pages 4-5.
18 CAISO Comments at page 4.
19 CAISO Comments at page 4-5.
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distribution system (upgrades, reliability, etc.) should be considered in this proceeding.20  

That contradicts the language of AB 327 and the definition of ratepayer interests in 

Public Utilities Code section 740.8.

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with the Opening Comments of NRDC, EDF, ORA, 

Clean Coalition and CAISO that define ratepayer benefits more broadly, including

greenhouse gas reduction and other environmental benefits.21 The Joint Bioenergy 

Parties agree, in particular, with EDF’s response to OIR Question 4 that:

“Environmental attributes should be fully valued as compared with traditional 
investments. This should include consideration of polluting air and greenhouse 
gas emissions (including the six Environmental Protection Agency criteria 
pollutants), water quality and supply impacts, toxins, solid waste disposal, and 
land use disruptions (e.g., large or disruptive use of space; pollution 
concentrations). Greenhouse gas impacts should be expressly quantified and 
monetized.”22

The Joint Bioenergy Parties also agree with ORA’s opening comment that “a DER 

should be valued according to the relative amount of renewable energy capacity and 

reduction in GHG emissions the DER provides.23

As explained in section I-C, above, the Joint Bioenergy Parties strongly disagree with 

the Green Power Institute’s assertion that all renewables have the same GHG benefits.

B. Need to Define “Locational Benefits” and “Optimal Location” More Broadly

Many of the parties’ Opening Comments define locational benefits and optimal location 

very narrowly, implicitly or explicitly assuming that renewable energy DER will come 

only from solar power.24  The Joint Bioenergy Parties disagree with the utilities’ 

proposed definitions of optimal location, which are narrowly defined to focus on avoiding 

                                                          
20 See, e.g., Opening Comments of SDG&E at page 11; PG&E at Appendix page 11; SCE at page 10; CalSEIA at page 
4.
21 See, e.g., Opening Comments of ORA at page 2; NRDC at page 2; EDF at pages 5-6; Clean Coalition at page 3; and 
CAISO at page 1.
22 EDF Comments at page 8.
23 Opening Comments of ORA at page 6.
24 See, e.g., Comments of the Green Power Institute stating that we need to plan for the most cost-effective areas 
for high photovoltaic build-out.  GPI Comments at page 2.
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upgrades or other grid investments, meeting capacity, safety and reliability of the grid 

(narrowly defined).25  SCE proposes that optimal location be defined by a cost-benefit 

analysis, but then only lists costs to be considered, omitting any of the benefits that 

different types of DER can provide, ignoring even direct benefits to the grid.26

The Joint Bioenergy Parties also disagree in part with the comments of CalSEIA, ORA 

and other parties that propose that the biggest or only factor in determining optimal 

location is proximity to load.  While this is an important factor, and may be the most 

important factor for some resource types, it cannot be the only factor, particularly not for 

some forms of bioenergy which are required to be in particular locations by statute.  For 

example, SB 1122 requires the utilities to procure 50 MW of power from forest biomass 

collected from fire threat treatment areas27 which generally are not located close to 

load.28  Requiring those forest biomass facilities to be located close to load would 

contradict the plain language of SB 1122 and likely undermine the environmental 

benefits of small-scale forest biomass by requiring the transport of forest fuel to facilities 

that are located far away from the forest fuel source.

In addition, most bioenergy facilities are in fixed locations such as wastewater treatment 

facilities, dairies and landfills, which are not always close to load but provide other 

important benefits.  The Legislature recognized the importance of fixed locations for 

certain facilities when it deemed wastewater treatment facilities to be strategically 

located in AB 1969.29  

The definitions of locational benefits and optimal location should above all meet 

applicable statutory requirements such as those in SB 1122 and AB 1969.  Beyond 

those requirements, the definitions should focus on the same policy goals and ratepayer 

interests as the evaluation of Distributed Resource Plans (DRP) overall, including

reduction in GHG emissions and other environmental benefits.  The Joint Bioenergy 

                                                          
25 SDG&E Comments at page 7; PG&E Comments, Appendix page 7; SCE Comments at page 10.
26 SCE Comments at pages 4-5.
27 Senate Bill 1122 (Rubio), Statutes of 2012, Chapter 612, PUC section 399.20(f)(2)(A)(iii).
28 See CalFire Wildfire Hazard Zone maps available at:  
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps.php.
29 Assembly Bill 1969 (Yee), Statutes of 2006, adding section 399.20 to the Public Utilities Code, which states that 
“Public water and wastewater facilities are strategically located . . . “
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Parties agree with EDF that the definition of locational benefits should include

environmental benefits, GHG reduction (including maintaining forest carbon 

sequestration by reducing wildfire) and risk mitigation, as well as cost, reliability and grid 

impacts.30  

The definitions of optimal location and locational benefits should also incentivize flexible 

generation and resources that reduce the need for curtailment, both of which will 

provide significant cost savings and environmental benefits to the system overall.  As

CAISO noted, there will be a very diverse range of DER types, including resources 

seeking to provide Resource Adequacy and flexible generation.  Those DER that can 

provide reliability and flexibility should be incentivized.31  

The Joint Bioenergy Parties also agree with EDF and NRG that local resiliency, 

including resilience to catastrophic events, should be considered.32  As the state’s 

climate adaptation plans make clear, catastrophic events such as fire, extreme heat and 

severe storms will become more frequent and more severe with climate change.33  The 

resilience of a resource during and after catastrophic events is an important safety and 

reliability factor.  When the resource also helps to maintain other essential services, 

such as wastewater treatment or landfill operations, then its resiliency should be valued 

even more highly.

C.  Need for Greater Transparency, Coordination and Collaboration

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with the comments of several parties that expanding 

DER will require much greater transparency, coordination and collaboration.  In 

particular, the Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with the many parties that commented on 

the need for greater transparency and real-time access to data.34  

                                                          
30 EDF Comments at pages 5-6.
31 CAISO Comments at pages 4 and 12.
32 EDF Comments at pages 7-8; NRG Comments at page 11.
33 http://resources.ca.gov/climate/safeguarding/.
34 Comments of Green Power Institute at page 7; Marin Clean Energy at pages 7-8; TURN; NRG at pages 4 and 9; 
SEIA; CAISO at page 14.
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The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with CAISO’s comments that information must be 

both sufficient and transparent.35 The Joint Bioenergy Parties also agree with CAISO 

that higher levels of DER will require much closer coordination between CAISO, the 

utilities, this Commission and the California Energy Commission.36  As EDF 

commented, integrating higher levels of DER will require breaking down the silos in 

distributed generation planning.37  Finally, the Joint Bioenergy Parties agree that 

increasing DER will require greater collaboration between the utilities and all 

stakeholders, with opportunities early and often for stakeholder input into the DRP.38  

D.  Need for Policy Roadmap and Coordination with Other Proceedings

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with parties that recommended a roadmap or 

inventory of policies and tariffs related to DER and grid integration.39  The De Martini 

White Paper that accompanied the OIR included a partial list of relevant policies in 

Appendix A.  That list is a good starting point, but needs to be expanded significantly.  

At a minimum, the Joint Bioenergy Parties recommend the addition of the following 

policies and proceedings to the list in the De Martini White Paper:

 R. 08-11-005

 R. 14-08-013

 SB 1122

 AB 1826

 AB 1594

 AB 327

 AB 1969

 AB 2363

 Expenditure of Cap and Trade revenues related to DER

                                                          
35 CAISO Comments at page 14.
36 Id.
37 EDF Comments at page 9.
38 Id.
39 PG&E Comments at page 2; CalSEIA Comments at page 5; EDF Comments at page 6
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E.  Need to Ensure Timely Project Development

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with NRG, CAISO and others that timeliness is an 

important factor in assessing DRP.  The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with NRG’s

suggestion that the utilities’ cost recovery for DRP should be tied to interconnection 

processing times.40  For recent bioenergy projects, those times have varied 

considerably and unpredictably.  CAISO also notes the need to ensure that DER 

projects become operational in a timely manner to meet resource need.41

F.  Need for Competitive Neutrality

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with the comments of Marin Clean Energy and NRG 

that competitive neutrality must be a cornerstone of DRP.42  As Marin Clean Energy 

commented, the Commission must ensure that “no one participant may stifle or supplant 

the participation or innovation [of] any other participant. Doing so will facilitate 

achievement of the Commission’s goals and enhance opportunities for end-users to 

become meaningfully involved in the management of their energy supplies.”43   The 

Joint Bioenergy Parties also support NRG’s recommendation that the Commission 

ensure that “each utility DRP details the functional separation measures necessary to 

ensure that the utilities’ Distribution System Operator (“DSO”) function does not create 

an economic disadvantage for independently owned and operated DERs.”44

The Joint Bioenergy Parties oppose SDG&E’s recommendation for new penalties for 

non-performance.45 If penalties are considered, then they should be meted out equally 

with commensurate penalties imposed on the utilities for their non-performance or 

failure to perform in a timely manner. The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree, instead, with 

the recommendations of CAISO and VoteSolar to adopt incentives that encourage 

                                                          
40 NRG at page 4.
41 CAISO Comments at page 13.
42 Marin Clean Energy at page 7 and NRG at page 3.
43 Marin Clean Energy at page 7.
44 NRG at page 3.
45 SDG&E Comments at page 3.
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flexible resources and increased reliability46 as well as incentives that reflect the relative 

GHG reductions and other benefits of different DER.  

The Joint Bioenergy Parties also oppose NRG’s recommendation to remove standby 

charges and believe that removing such charges would further distort competition 

between intermittent and flexible resources.  The Joint Bioenergy Parties recommend, 

instead, that standby charges be considered in the context of an integration adder, 

which is being considered in R.11-05-005 and is now required by AB 2363 (Dahle, 

2014).47

G.  Need for Scenario Planning with Diverse DER.

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with SCE, CalSEIA and other parties that scenario 

planning will be very helpful to better understand the costs and benefits of DER for the 

system as a whole.48 The Joint Bioenergy Parties disagree, however, with the narrow 

scope of the scenarios proposed by SCE and CalSEIA.  SCE proposes that scenarios 

focus only on optimal location and impacts on rates, while CalSEIA proposes scenarios 

that differ only by penetration levels, not the types of DER.49    

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with CAISO that there will be a diverse range of DER 

going forward50 and recommend, therefore, that scenarios include diverse resource 

mixes.  The recent study by Energy and Environmental Economics assessing the costs 

of going from 33 to 50 percent renewables in California only underscores the 

importance of diverse resource mixes.  In that study, the scenario with the most diverse 

portfolio reduced costs by 50 to 70 percent (of the increase in renewables) largely due 

to the reduced need for curtailment.51 Scenario planning with diverse scenarios and 

diverse resource mixes will provide other benefits as well, including better 

                                                          
46 CAISO Comments at page 12; VoteSolar Comments at page 8.
47 Assembly Bill 2363 (Dahle), amending sections 399.13 and 454.5 of the Public Utilities Code, Statutes of 
2014, Chapter 610.
48 SCE Comments at page 11; CalSEIA Comments at pages 3-7.
49 Id.
50 CAISO Comments at page 4.
51 “Investigating a Higher Renewables Portfolio Standard in California,” Energy and Environmental Economics, 
January 2014, at page 24.  Available at www.ethree.com.
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understanding of reliability issues, greenhouse gas reductions and other benefits of 

DER.

H.  Need for Periodic Review of DRP

The Joint Bioenergy Parties agree with the comments of CAISO, Green Power Institute, 

SCE, TURN and others that DRP should be monitored and reviewed every two-to-three 

years.52

III.  CONCLUSION

The Joint Bioenergy Parties are very grateful to the Commission for initiating this 

Rulemaking and agree with CAISO and other parties that it will be instrumental in 

shaping California’s energy future.  By coordinating across different proceedings to look 

at DER and their role in the system overall, the Commission can accelerate the 

development of DER while maximizing ratepayer benefits.  We look forward to working 

with the Commission and other parties and stakeholders on this Rulemaking.

DATED:  October 6, 2014 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Julia A. Levin
JULIA A. LEVIN
Executive Director
Bioenergy Association of California
PO Box 6184
Albany, CA  94706
510-610-1733
jlevin@bioenergyca.org

                                                          
52 CAISO Comments at page 13; Green Power Institute Comments at page 8; TURN Comments.
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