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The Bioenergy Association of California (BAC) submits these comments on the Phase 

4A Staff Proposal in accordance with the Administrative Law Judge’s June 3 Ruling and 

the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  The Staff Proposal provides an 

excellent background on many of the reasons why the Commission should adopt a 

biomethane procurement requirement.  The procurement proposal itself, however, is too 

modest and leaves out several important issues that must be addressed to comply with 

SB 1440 (Hueso, 2018) and AB 3163 (Salas, 2020).  As described in more detail below, 

BAC recommends that the Commission adopt a biomethane procurement program that: 

• Sets a procurement goal of 150 billion cubic feet annually by 2030; 

• Ensures that procurement comes from a variety of biomethane sources, 

especially the lowest carbon sources that help meet the requirements of SB 

1383 and/or provide carbon negative emissions; 
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• Adopts a pricing structure and additional incentives to reflect the carbon 

intensity of biomethane; 

• Adopts requirements for long-term contracts and other contract provisions that 

encourage program participation. 

BAC represents more than 80 public agencies, local governments, private companies, 

utilities and others working to convert organic waste to energy to meet the state’s 

climate change, clean energy, air quality, landfill diversion, and wildfire mitigation goals.  

BAC members are converting organic waste into pipeline biogas, low carbon fuels, 

renewable energy, renewable hydrogen, and combined heat and power in California.  

BAC members include the state’s wastewater and solid waste sector associations, 

utilities, solid waste and environmental agencies, community and environmental groups, 

research institutions, and developers of pipeline biogas projects from dairy waste, 

agricultural waste, and organic waste that is diverted from landfills.  BAC members are 

also developing new and innovative biomass gasification projects that will covert 

biomass to biogas for pipeline injection, helping to reduce open burning of agricultural 

waste.   

BAC members are excited to move forward with a biomethane procurement program 

and offer the comments below to ensure that the program meets statutory requirements 

and maximizes the ratepayer and social benefits of biomethane procurement. 

 

I. THE PROCUREMENT TARGET MUST BE INCREASED TO HELP MEET 
THE REQUIREMENTS OF SB 1383 AND OTHER IMPORTANT POLICIES. 

 

BAC agrees with the Staff Proposal recommendation to set a mandatory biomethane 

procurement program,1 but the proposed targets for 2025 and 2030 are far too low to 

meet the intended goals.  The Staff Proposal recommends a procurement target of 75 

BCF by 2030.  Although this represents about 12 percent of core customers’ gas use, it 

represents only 4 percent of California’s total gas use.  The goal of 75 BCF does not 

 
1 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Parties to File Comments on Phase 4A Staff Proposal and Related 
Questions, Attachment 1 [hereinafter, “Staff Proposal”] at page 2. 
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align with the targets for renewable and zero carbon resources under SB 100, the 

methane and black carbon reduction requirements of SB 1383, or the state’s goal of 

achieving carbon neutrality by 2045.  It also ignores other state laws and policies that 

call for significantly greater procurement of biomethane, including biomethane from 

anaerobic digestion and non-combustion conversion of biomass resources. 

The Staff Proposal also largely ignores AB 3163 (Salas, 2020), which adds biomethane 

from the non-combustion conversion of RPS eligible biomass feedstocks to the types of 

biomethane that can be included in a utility procurement program.2  While the Staff 

Proposal mentions AB 3163, it mostly ignores the need to address biomass (cellulosic 

waste) resources.  The purpose of AB 3163 is to help California address woody waste 

that is currently landfilled, and agricultural and forest waste that is open burned or left in 

piles to decay, all of which release harmful SLCP emissions.3  The chart below, based 

on data from UC Davis and Lawrence Livermore National Lab, demonstrates how 

important it is to include biomass in the assessment of biomethane potential and in the 

biomethane procurement targets: 

 

 
2 Public Utilities code section 650(b). 
3 See, Assembly Natural Resources Committee Analysis of AB 3163; Senate Energy Committee Analysis of AB 3163. 

California Biogas Potential from Organic Waste

Sources : Rob Wi l l iams  and Stephen Ka�a , UC Davis , presenta�on to the Ca l i fornia  Energy Commiss ion on January 30, 2017;
Lawrence Livermore Na�onal  Lab assessment of forest, sawmi l l , shrub & chaparra l  res idues

Feedstock
Amount 

Technically 
Available

Billion Cubic Feet
Methane

Million
Gasoline Gallon

Equivalents

Landfill Gas 106 BCF 53 457

Animal Manure 3.4 M BDT 19.5 168

Waste Water
Treatment Gas 11.8 BCF 7.7 66

Fats, Oils and Greases 207,000 tons 1.9 16
Municipal Solid Waste

(food, leaves, grass) 1.2 M BDT 12.7 109

Municipal Solid Waste
lignocellulosic frac�on) 6.7 BDT 65.9 568

Agricultural Residue
(Lignocellulosic) 5.3 M BDT 51.8 446

Forest, Sawmill, Shrub
& Chaparral Residues 26.2 M BDT 256 2,214

BIOGAS POTENTIAL 468.5 4,044

80% of instate 
biogas poten�al is 
from cellulosic 
waste
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The Commission should update the background discussion of instate biomethane 

potential and the procurement targets to reflect the full scope of eligible feedstocks, 

including biomethane from eligible biomass waste pursuant to AB 3163. 

A. Staff Proposal Underestimates Instate Biomethane Potential 

The Staff Proposal provides a very good overview of the importance of biomethane to 

meet the state’s climate goals, but it omits several important sectors of organic waste. 

BAC urges the Commission to include a more current set of sources for the 

determination of eligible feedstocks for biomethane procurement.  For example, the 

Staff Proposal quotes a 2014 report by BAC for total biomethane potential, but that 

report was issued years before the passage of SB 901 (Dodd, 2018), which requires 

forest fuel removal on half a million acres per year.  More recently, California has 

entered into a Forest Stewardship Agreement with the US Forest Service that calls for 

forest fuel removal on 1 million acres per year.4  According to the Board of Forestry’s 

Forest Biomass Utilization Plan, that could lead to 10 to 15 million bone dry tons of 

forest waste annually.5 

BAC urges the Commission to use the most recent and complete data to assess 

biomethane potential.  In particular, BAC recommends relying on a 2020 report by 

Lawrence Livermore National Lab, which provides a detailed assessment by feedstock 

type.6  The LLNL report is by far the most complete, up to date assessment of California 

specific, organic waste feedstocks. 

In addition, BAC urges the Commission to include RPS eligible biomass waste in its 

assessment of biomethane potential.  The Staff Proposal cites CalRecycle for 

biomethane potential from anaerobic digestion and from landfill gas, but does not 

 
4 Agreement for Shared Stewardship of California’s forest and Rangelands Between the State of California and the 
USDA, Forest Service Pacific Southwest Region, August 12, 2020.  Available at:  https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2020/08/8.12.20-CA-Shared-Stewardship-MOU.pdf. 
5 Joint Institute Recommendations to Expand Wood and Biomass Utilization in California, adopted by the California 
Board of Forestry, November 2020.  Available at:  https://bof.fire.ca.gov/business/2020-monthly-board-binder-
materials-workshop-archives/. 
6 Lawrence Livermore National Lab, Getting to Neutral – Options for Negative Carbon Emissions in California, 2020.  
Available at:  https://www.llnl.gov/news/new-lab-report-outlines-ways-california-could-reach-goal-becoming-
carbon-neutral-2045. 
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include the potential for biomethane production from urban wood waste that must also 

be diverted from landfills.  The Staff Proposal also omits any mention of agricultural 

waste. 

Determining the appropriate procurement target depends on establishing an accurate 

assessment of biomethane potential in California and, pursuant to AB 3163, that must 

include both biogas and biomass sources.  Putting those all together, California could 

generate approximately half a trillion BCF of biomethane annually. 

BAC urges the Commission to correct the Staff Proposal, therefore, to include a 

complete and up to date assessment of statewide biomethane potential from all eligible 

feedstocks. 

B. Procurement Goal Insufficient to Meet Waste Diversion and Landfill Gas 
Goals. 

The Staff Proposal makes a strong case for focusing the near-term (2025) procurement 

target on the landfill waste diversion requirements of SB 1383.  Yet the biomethane 

target proposed for 2025 would be insufficient even to meet those waste diversion 

requirements.  SB 1383 requires that 75 percent of organic landfill waste be diverted by 

2025.  According to CalRecycle, California currently landfills over 20 million bone dry 

tons per year, so 75 percent of that would be at least 15 million tons of organic waste.  

Yet the Staff Proposal mentions only 8 million tons of organic waste.  There is no 

explanation for this, but most likely 8 million tons represents waste that is digestible at 

stand-alone facilities or wastewater treatment facilities.  As noted above, that ignores 

the large fraction of organic landfill waste that is cellulosic biomass.  Woody landfill 

waste – tree trimmings, wood and construction debris, etc. – should also be included in 

the procurement target.  In fact, the need to include woody biomass was one of several 

reasons why California enacted AB 3163, so that the Commission would include 

biomethane from RPS eligible biomass, including urban wood waste that must be 

diverted from landfills. 
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BAC urges the Commission, therefore, to set a much larger target for 2025 that reflects 

the full requirements of SB 1383, including biomethane from anaerobic digestion and 

woody biomass diverted from landfills. 

C. Staff Proposal Largely Ignores Biomass Resources from Agricultural and 
Forest Sources. 

The Staff Proposal does not address agricultural waste at all and only mentions forest 

waste when it recommends two forest biomass pilot projects.  The Commission should 

expand the background section and procurement targets to include both agricultural and 

forest waste.  This is particularly important since the California Air Resources Board 

recently adopted a plan to phase out the open burning of agricultural waste by 2025.7  

That plan calls specifically for increased bioenergy development as a preferable 

alternative to open burning.8  Indeed, for many forms of agricultural waste, bioenergy is 

the only alternative to open burning (which emits black carbon and methane) or pile and 

decay (which emits methane). 

BAC also urges the Commission to include forest waste in the procurement targets.  

Recommending just two pilot projects in the forest sector is completely inadequate to 

help meet the recommendations in the California Forest Carbon Plan, adopted by 

CalEPA and the Natural Resources Agency, or the Forest Biomass Utilization Plan 

adopted by the Board of Forestry to help implement SB 901 and the agreement with the 

US Forest Service to remove forest fuel on one million acres per year.  BAC urges the 

Commission to coordinate with the Board of Forestry, CalFire, Sierra Nevada 

Conservancy, and other state agencies to determine the appropriate biomethane 

procurement target from forest waste.   

D. Procurement Target Should Align with Renewable Energy and Climate 
Goals  

BAC also urges the Commission to set biomethane procurement targets that align more 

closely with the State’s goals for clean energy and carbon neutrality.  Under SB 100, 60 

 
7 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2021-02/Staff_Recommendations_SJV_Ag_Burn.pdf. 
8 Id. at page 9. 
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percent of the state’s electricity must come from renewable resources by 2030.  Setting 

a procurement target for biomethane that represents only 4 percent of the state’s gas 

use in 2030 seems much too modest in comparison.  BAC appreciates that the 

Commission does not regulate gas content used by non-core customers, but urges the 

Commission to address this in one or more ways, including: 

• Increasing the biomethane procurement target to 150 BCF for core customers; 

• Requiring a percentage of natural gas power generation to come from 

biomethane (including biomethane from biomass); 

• Setting a carbon intensity standard for natural gas power generation that requires 

an increasing percentage of gas generation to come from renewable and zero 

carbon resources. 

There are likely other ways to accelerate the use of renewable gas as well and BAC 

urges the Commission to consider other opportunities to increase biomethane 

procurement.  Setting a goal of 4 percent of the state’s gas use to come from 

biomethane in 2030, while a step in the right direction, is far too small a step to meet the 

state’s climate and renewable energy goals. 

 
 

II. THE PROCUREMENT PROGRAM SHOULD ENSURE THAT 
BIOMETHANE IS PROCURED FROM A VARIETY OF SOURCES, 
ESPECIALLY THE LOWEST CARBON AND CARBON NEGATIVE 
SOURCES. 

 
 
To maximize ratepayer and social benefits, the biomethane procurement program 

should ensure that utilities procure biomethane from a variety of sources.  As noted 

above, many state policies call for increased bioenergy from diverted organic waste, 

agricultural and dairy waste, and forest waste.  In addition, state law calls specifically 

for biomethane from a variety of sources.  AB 1900 (Gatto, 2012) requires the 

Commission: 

“To meet the energy and transportation needs of the state, the commission shall 
adopt policies and programs that promote the in-state production and distribution 
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of biomethane.  The policies and programs shall facilitate the development of a 
variety of sources of in-state biomethane.”9 (emphasis added) 

 
 

The Staff Proposal recommends setting short-term targets to help meet the waste 

diversion requirements of SB 1383,10 but nothing in the Staff Proposal ensures that 

procurement will focus on diverted organic waste or other organic waste sectors needed 

to meet the requirements of SB 1383. 

 
BAC urges the Commission to adopt one or more mechanisms to ensure that the 

biomethane procurement program does in fact facilitate the production and use of a 

variety of biomethane sources and not just the cheapest (and highest carbon) source.  

The Commission could do this in a variety of ways:   

1) Require that no more than 50% comes from landfill gas. 

The simplest way to ensure portfolio diversity would be to require that no more than 50 

percent of the total biomethane that must be procured can come from landfill gas.  The 

Commission adopted this requirement in its Decision approving SoCalGas’ voluntary 

biomethane tariff.11  Adopting this requirement would at least ensure that the 

procurement target is not met entirely with landfill gas.  It would likely still result in a 

portfolio made up of landfill gas and biomethane from diverted organic waste – in other 

words, all from the solid waste sector – which is not enough to meet the many policies 

calling for increased bioenergy from other organic waste sectors or to qualify as a wide 

variety of biomethane sources. 

2) Require carve-outs for different feedstock types. 

A similar approach would be to require certain percentages or a specified amount of 

biomethane from each eligible feedstock type.  The Senate Environmental Quality 

Committee adopted this approach in SB 1440,12 but the legislation was eventually 

amended to take a simpler approach.  Creating different “buckets” or feedstock 

 
9 Public Utilities Code section 399.24(a). 
10 Staff Proposal at pages 3-4. 
11 Decision 20-12-022, issued in A.19-02-015, at pages 12 and 48. 
12 See, Senate Environmental Quality Committee analysis of SB 1440. 
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requirements would ensure diversity, but would also be complicated to administer and 

could result in significantly higher prices overall. 

3) Make the biomethane procurement program based on carbon intensity. 

The most scientific approach to a biomethane procurement program would be to set a 

carbon reduction goal for the biomethane and let different feedstock types compete 

based on their carbon intensity.  This would be more like the Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

(LCFS) administered by the California Air Resources Board, which requires a 20 

percent reduction in the average carbon intensity of vehicle fuels by 2030.  This 

encourages use of the lowest carbon intensity fuels, which are biomethane from dairy 

manure and diverted organic waste, as well as projects that combine bioenergy 

production with Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS).  Since the Staff Proposal also 

recommends encouraging or requiring projects to use CCS, this could be a way to 

achieve that without adding additional regulations. 

Simply setting a volume based goal – 75 BCF or higher – for the biomethane 

procurement program will not encourage the lowest carbon intensity sources of 

biomethane, which are also the sources most critical to reduce methane and black 

carbon emissions, as required by SB 1383 and SB 1440. 

Each of these approaches has pros and cons, but it is important to adopt one of them 

(or a different alternative) to ensure that the biomethane procurement program does not 

end up procuring mostly or entirely landfill gas, which will not satisfy the requirement of 

SB 1440 that a biomethane procurement program must help meet the landfill diversion, 

dairy methane, and black carbon reduction requirements of SB 1383.  It also won’t help 

to meet the state’s plans to reduce open burning of agricultural and forest waste. 

For simplicity’s sake, BAC recommends adopting the first approach.  This would be 

consistent with the Commission’s Decision on SoCalGas’ voluntary biomethane tariff 

and would also be easier and quicker to implement.  If that approach is combined with a 

requirement for additional pilot projects in the forest and agriculture sectors, then it 

would likely meet the requirements of SB 1440.  If that approach is not sufficient to lead 

to a diverse biomethane portfolio, then the Commission could reconsider taking a 
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carbon intensity based approach when it conducts a program review in 2025 (as 

recommended in the Staff Proposal). 

 
 

III. COST-EFFECTIVENSS AND PRICE OFFERINGS 
 

The Staff Proposal recommends a three-part test of cost-effectiveness that focuses on 

utility, ratepayer, and societal costs and benefits.  This generally makes sense, but BAC 

urges the Commission to include a fourth factor, which is required by SB 1440, and that 

is a specific focus on the cost-effectiveness of Short-Lived Climate Pollutant (SLCP) 

reductions that result from the biomethane production and use.13  The Oregon program 

that serves as a model, in part, for the Staff Proposal is not applicable because cost-

effectiveness of carbon reductions is only one of many factors included and it does not 

include benefits for air quality, wildfire risk reduction, etc.  Since SB 1440 requires that 

cost-effectiveness be tied to SLCP reductions,14 the Commission should make that an 

explicit part of the cost-effectiveness test. 

Unfortunately, the price tiers outlined in the Staff Proposal do not reflect carbon intensity 

values or SLCP reductions.  The Staff Proposal recommends three price tiers that 

require different types of Advice Letters, but are not dependent on the carbon intensity, 

SLCP reductions or other benefits that different types of biomethane provide.  For 

example, the Staff Proposal recommends setting short-term targets to help meet the 

waste diversion requirements of SB 1383,15  but the pricing structure does not ensure 

that procurement will prioritize diverted organic waste or the lowest carbon intensity 

sources of biomethane.  On the contrary, the Staff Proposal would allow utilities to 

procure the lowest cost biomethane, which is landfill gas, in place of much lower carbon 

intensity sources of biomethane that may cost more per MMBtu, but actually provide 

more cost-effective reductions in SLCP emissions.  Even within the lowest cost price 

tier, nothing would prevent the utilities from procuring landfill gas in place of diverted 

organic waste at stand-alone facilities or wastewater treatment facilities. 

 
13 Public Utilities code section 651(a)(1). 
14 Id. 
15 Staff Proposal at pages 3-4. 
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The challenge is that the lowest cost biomethane may not be the most cost-effective 

way to reduce SLCP emissions, which is required by SB 1440.  BAC urges the 

Commission, therefore, to add a fourth cost-effectiveness test, which is the cost of 

SLCP reductions.  The Commission can base this on the lifecycle carbon intensities of 

different biomethane types using the same model as used in the Low Carbon Fuel 

Standard, known as the GREET model.  The Commission should also consider the 

findings in the California Air Resources Board’s recent report to the Legislature on the 

state’s climate investments.16  That report provides detailed information on the carbon 

reductions and cost-effectiveness of those carbon reductions by program area.  The 

2021 report provides a very clear picture of the wide range of cost-effectiveness of 

different climate investments.  The two most cost-effective, by far, are the state’s 

investments in dairy digesters and in diverted organic waste, which cost $9 and $10 per 

ton of carbon reduction, respectively.17  This is a tiny fraction of what most other climate 

investments cost per ton of carbon reduction.  So, while biomethane from diverted 

organic waste, dairies, agriculture and forest waste may be more expensive per MMBtu 

than landfill gas, they are actually much more cost-effective in terms of SLCP 

reductions, which is what SB 1440 requires biomethane procurement to ensure. 

 
BAC urges the Commission to adopt a pricing structure that is based on the carbon 

intensity of the procured biomethane.  The best way to do this would be to adopt a 

carbon intensity-based program, but an alternative would be to set a minimum price or 

price tier based on the average cost of landfill gas and then add additional incentives for 

each step down in carbon intensity.  For purposes of illustration, the price offerings 

could be based on the following tiers: 

• Lowest price for biomethane with a carbon intensity greater than 20 grams/MJ. 

• 10 percent higher price for biomethane that has a carbon intensity between 0 and 

20 grams/MJ. 

 
16 California Air Resources Board, California Climate Investments – Annual Report to the Legislature,” issued April 
2021.  Available at:  
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/2021_cci_annual_report.pdf. 
17 Id. at pages 17-18. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/2021_cci_annual_report.pdf
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• 20 percent higher price for biomethane that has a carbon intensity between -50 

and zero. 

• 40 percent higher price for biomethane that has a carbon intensity between -100 

and -50. 

• 60 percent higher price for biomethane that has a carbon intensity between -200 

and -100. 

• 100 percent higher price for biomethane that has a carbon intensity below -200. 

Adopting a pricing structure based on carbon intensity would encourage the most cost-

effective SLCP reductions.  It would also encourage projects to use Carbon Capture 

and Storage or Use, which is one of the recommendations in the Staff Proposal.  In any 

case, BAC does not believe that the price tiers recommended in the Staff Proposal will 

lead to the most cost-effective reductions in SLCPs, as required by SB 1440, or the 

greatest carbon reductions generally.   On the contrary, requiring a more difficult 

approval process (Tier 2 and Tier 3 Advice Letters), will make it less likely that utilities 

will procure the lowest carbon intensity forms of biomethane that provide the most cost-

effective SLCP reductions.  The price tiers should be based on carbon intensity and 

other benefits to achieve the goals and requirements of SB 1440.   

 
 

IV. STAFF’S 10 ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
BAC’s comments on the 10 additional recommendations in the Staff Proposal are 

below. 

 

1. Carbon monoxide standard of .03 – no comments at this time. 

2. Limits on H2S for gathering lines – support. 

3. IOU Biomethane Procurement Plans – more details are needed on this proposal, 

including whether there will be opportunity for comment on the plans, notice to 

parties of deviations, etc. 

4. Renegotiating contract prices if landfill tip fees are increased – BAC opposes this 

recommendation as landfill tip fees can be increased by landfill operators and/or 
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local governments for many reasons and may not reduce costs to biomethane 

producers at all.  Including this requirement would cause huge uncertainty/risk for 

developers and contradict the need for long term contracts with price stability. 

5. Biomethane producers must use low carbon fueled vehicles – strongly support 

this requirement.  It will provide an additional market for biomethane and other 

low carbon fuels and will reduce air pollution from diesel powered trucks. 

6. No net increase in onsite electricity generation from biomethane unless used in a 

fuel cell – BAC supports the goal of this recommendation, but believes that it may 

be too restrictive, especially for wastewater treatment facilities that provide 

essential services that must be prioritized over all over end uses.  In addition, this 

requirement could add unnecessary costs to biomethane projects that are in 

regions of California that are in attainment for federal air quality standards.   

7. IOUs must prioritize biomethane producers that use Carbon Capture and Storage 

– support with modifications.  First, this should be Carbon Capture and Storage 

or Use (CCSU).  For example, biochar can be used in cement or other materials 

that reduce carbon emissions.  It can also be used as feed supplement for dairy 

cows to reduce methane emissions from the cow itself (enteric fermentation).  A 

better approach is to base the program on lifecycle carbon intensity, which would 

capture the value of CCSU.  If the Commission wants to include a specific focus 

on CCS, then it should definitely allow “Use” as well as “Storage.” 

8. Core Transport Agent – no comments at this time. 

9. Requirement to use waste product as soil amendment – oppose this 

recommendation for reasons similar to the CCS proposal (#7 above).  The 

byproducts of biomethane production can include sewage sludge, digestate, 

and/or biochar.  Each of these has potential benefits as a soil amendment, but 

there also limitations (such as where sewage sludge or compost can be land 

applied) and may have alternative uses that are more beneficial.  For example, 

digestate can be further converted to energy through pyrolysis or gasification and 

produce additional energy rather than a soil amendment.  Digestate and sewage 

sludge may also contain PFAS chemicals that, when used in soil amendments, 

bioaccumulate and present a risk to public health.  And biochar may provide 
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greater benefits when used for water purification, as a component of cement, or 

for other industrial purposes.  BAC appreciates the goal of this recommendation, 

but thinks it needs to be decided on a project by project basis rather than 

required for all biomethane projects. 

10. Pilot projects to convert forest biomass to biomethane – BAC strongly supports 

the recommendation to require both PG&E and SoCalGas to develop pilot 

projects to convert forest waste to biomethane, but urges the Commission to 

increase the number of pilot projects and to explicitly authorize the rate-basing of 

interconnection for these projects.  Increasing the number to five across the state 

and rate-basing interconnection for those projects would parallel what SB 1383 

required for dairy digester cluster projects. The dairy digester cluster projects 

have been extremely effective at triggering new dairy digesters and achieving the 

greatest carbon reductions of any climate program in the state.18  The forest 

sector has much greater potential (on a volume basis) than dairy methane, so the 

Commission should authorize at least as many pilot projects in the forest sector.  

BAC also urges the Commission to require 5 or more projects that convert 

agricultural waste to biomethane and to rate-base the interconnection for those 

projects.  This would help to meet the requirements of the Air Board’s plan to 

phase out the open burning of agricultural waste. 

 
 

V. ADDITIONAL CONTRACT ISSUES 
 
In addition to the specific proposals above, BAC urges the Commission to include the 

following contract requirements in a biomethane procurement program: 

a) Biomethane producers should be able to choose between 10-, 15- and 20-year 

contracts similar to the BioMAT and ReMAT programs.  Offering only 10-year 

contracts is unlikely to attract many biomethane producers, especially in the 

highest value and more expensive feedstock categories. 

b) Biomethane procurement contracts should also include an inflation adjustment 

adder. 

 
18 California Climate Investment Report, footnote 16 above, at page 17. 
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c) If the CPUC adopts a volume based program (rather than carbon intensity 

based), the Commission should offer additional incentives for projects that 

include Carbon Capture and Storage or Use (including the use of biochar), and 

for projects that use their byproducts (sewage sludge, digestate, or biochar) to 

provide carbon sequestration or to provide organic soil amendments that 

increase nutrients and water retention on natural and working lands. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  We look forward to working with 

the Commission on the development of a biomethane procurement program for 

California that helps to meet the state’s climate change, waste and wildfire reduction, 

renewable energy, and air quality goals. 

 

 
 
DATED:  June 30, 2021   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   

mailto:jlevin@bioenergyca.org
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