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	2nd Electronic Comment Form: Green-e California Green Pricing Standard

Green-e Renewable Energy Certification Program

  


Date of 2nd Form:

August 25, 2004

Comment Due Date:
September 20, 2004, 

Response Recipient:
Siobhan Doherty, Green-e Program Associate

Response Options:
        
E-mail (preferred) to siobhan@resource-solutions.org

Facsimile to (415) 561-2105





U.S. mail to address provided below

How the Second Comment Form Will be Recorded

On July 1, 2004, Green-e circulated an initial comment form with a proposed Green-e California Green Pricing Standard for a 30-day comment period.  Green-e received eight comment forms with suggested changes by the end of the comment period on July 30, 2004.   The original proposed standard and all of the requested modifications put forth during the comment period are now being re-circulated to the California Advisory Committee.  This second comment form is a multiple-choice questionnaire, which lists the requested modifications.  As you will see, multiple requests were made for some sections of the standard.  For further detail on each question please refer to the "Green-e California Green Pricing Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004" and the "California Stakeholder Comments."  

Each committee member now has 25 days to consider the requested modifications and complete the second comment form.  Once the second comment period is complete, the results of the comment ballot process will be brought to the Green-e Program’s national Green Power Board and Green Pricing Accreditation Board for consideration.  Full lists of Board members are available on the Green-e (www.green-e.org) and Green Pricing (www.resource-solutions.org) Web sites respectively.  The Boards will weigh the balance of comments, degree of consensus achieved, and consistency with the Green-e mission and minimum national criteria in making their final decision of whether to approve the proposed standard or whether to approve a modified version of the standard.  The final standard will then be circulated to the stakeholders for review.  Interested stakeholders will have the opportunity to add their name to the Regional Stakeholders Identification Form, which indicates that the stakeholder supports the standard.  The stakeholders listed on this form will act as a subcommittee for future modifications to the standard.  If the Boards do not approve the draft standard they will instruct the Green-e Staff to continue to work with the California Advisory Committee to develop a proposed standard. 

Comment Request: Requested Modifications to the Green-e California Green Pricing Standard

Reference Documents: 

1. Green-e California Green Pricing Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004 

2. California Stakeholder Comments submitted during the first comment period (July 1 – July 30, 2004)

The following proposed changes apply to the Green-e California Green Pricing Standard:

*Options marked with an asterisk are supported by Green-e Program staff.  Please see the California Stakeholder Comments document for explanation. 
I.  Resource Content  
Reference: Item c., Hydropower: Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004, Page 1, Lines 30 – 34 

TURN’s Requested Modification: Green-e should not allow resources that are ineligible under the California RPS to be eligible for use in a Green Pricing program.  I would therefore urge that the 30 MW limitation be binding on all hydro, and that hydro eligibility rules be generally linked to those used for California RPS purposes.  If Green-e wants to add conditions (LIHI certification) to the California RPS program rules, I would have no objections.  

CEC’s Requested Modification: The draft states that the "Resource Content" list is intended to be at least as strict as eligibility for the RPS, but this may not be true for hydro and biomass as currently drafted.  While the criteria for hydropower seem sound, the draft is also not consistent with the RPS. The challenge here is that we suspect there may be cases where a new or repowered hydro project could be certified by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute, but not meet RPS eligibility criteria that the project create no new or increased appropriation or diversion of water.

To meet this request, there are two options for changing the Green-e criteria as follows (in italics): 

Option 1: “Hydropower: Facilities whose output is equal to or less than 30 megawatts and that are certified as low impact by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI; for more information see: www.lowimpacthydro.org).  LIHI-certified low-impact hydro on existing impounds that represents new re-powering or new capacity is eligible for inclusion as a “new” renewable resource, so long as the incremental increase came online after the “new” cutoff date.”  

Option 2: “Hydropower: Facilities whose output is equal to or less than 30 megawatts.  and that are certified as low impact by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI; for more information see: www.lowimpacthydro.org).  LIHI-certified low-impact hydro on existing impounds that represents new re-powering or new capacity is eligible for inclusion as a “new” renewable resource, so long as the incremental increase came online after the “new” cutoff date.”  

Green-e Staff Clarification to Proposed Standard: Green-e Staff have drafted the following language to clarify the criteria (change in italics): 

Add to Page 1, Line 23: “Eligible renewable resources must be at least as strict as the California RPS requirements.  Where the Green-e standard is stricter, the Green-e standard applies.  Eligible renewable resources that may be used…”

Add to Page 1, Line 30: “Hydropower: Facilities whose output is equal to or less than 30 megawatts or that are certified as low impact by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI; for more information see: www.lowimpacthydro.org).  Green-e considers Low Impact Hydropower Institute certification to be stricter than the 30-MW capacity hydro standard.  LIHI-certified low-impact hydro on existing impounds that represents new re-powering or new capacity is eligible for inclusion as a “new” renewable resource, so long as the incremental increase came online after the “new” cutoff date.”  

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004 with Green-e staff clarification*
· Option 1: Requiring eligible hydropower facilities to be both under 30 MW and LIHI certified
· Option 2: Removing all reference to LIHI certification
Comments:

Reference: Item e., Biomass: Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004, Pages 1 – 2, Lines 38 (P. 1) – 2 (P. 2)

CEC’s Requested Modification: The criteria for biomass appear to be significantly less restrictive than the RPS. In considering adopting the RPS criteria for biomass, however, Green-e should know that we are finding the criteria for wood waste is problematic to implement. The difficulty is that the forestry plan cited in law does not apply to out-of-state or national forests. This RPS requirement for new biomass facilities, if wood or wood waste is used, follows:

Wood and wood wastes that meet all of the following requirements:

i. Have been harvested pursuant to an approved timber harvest plan prepared in accordance with the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (Ch. 8 commencing with Sec. 4511), Pt. 2, Div. 4, Public Resources Code).

ii. Have been harvested for the purpose of forest fire fuel reduction or forest stand improvement.

iii. Do not transport or cause the transportation of species known to harbor insect or disease nests outside zones of infestation or current quarantine zones, as identified by the Department of Food and Agriculture or the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, unless approved by those agencies.

CEC’s requested modification (in italics): 

“Eligible renewable resources must be at least as strict as the California RPS requirements.  Where the Green-e standard is stricter, the Green-e standard applies.  Eligible renewable resources that may be used…

e. Biomass:  Qualifying sources include solid, liquid and gaseous forms of biomass including:  all wood based biomass1, agricultural crops or wastes, animal and other organic wastes, all energy crops, and landfill gas.  Combustion of municipal solid waste (MSW) is not eligible.


1. Wood and wood wastes that meet all of the following requirements:

i. Have been harvested pursuant to an approved timber harvest plan prepared in accordance with the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (Ch. 8 commencing with Sec. 4511), Pt. 2, Div. 4, Public Resources Code).

ii. Have been harvested for the purpose of forest fire fuel reduction or forest stand improvement.

iii. Do not transport or cause the transportation of species known to harbor insect or disease nests outside zones of infestation or current quarantine zones, as identified by theDepartment of Food and Agriculture or the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, unless approved by those agencies.

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· CEC’s Requested Modification*
Comments:

PG&E’s Requested Modification: A MSW conversion facility using a non-combustion thermal process is eligible for RPS, so it should also be eligible for Green-e.  We have added a new sentence at the end of the first paragraph in Item E (Change in italics):

“Biomass:  Qualifying sources include solid, liquid and gaseous forms of biomass including:  all wood based biomass, agricultural crops or wastes, animal and other organic wastes, all energy crops, and landfill gas.  Combustion of municipal solid waste (MSW) is not eligible.  However, MSW conversion facilities using a non-combustion thermal process are eligible.“  

City of Palo Alto Utilities’ Requested Modification: Under biomass, combustion of MSW is not eligible, consistent with the state RPS definition of eligible renewable resources. However, is combustion of gasified MSW eligible, and if not, why not?

Green-e Staff note: details on the criteria for MSW conversion facilities can be found on page 6 of this document:

http://www.energy.ca.gov/portfolio/documents/2004-07-09_CEC-RPS-1.doc
Which do you support? 
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· PG&E and City of Palo Alto Utilities’ Requested Modification allowing MSW conversion facilities*
Comments:

Reference: RECs; Standard as proposed July 1, 2004, Page 2, Lines 14 – 15 
Dan Adler’s Comment: I would not personally support the inclusion of RECs from the WECC that do not demonstrate deliverability into California from the resource in question.  If power is not deliverable, California will not be able to back down or otherwise not procure nonrenewable resources to meet load.  

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004*
· Dan Adler’s Requested Modification requiring a demonstration of deliverability into California
Comments:

California Senate Bill 1078 California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program

Reference: Pages 2 - 3, Lines 26 (P. 1) – 2 (P. 3) 

PG&E’s Requested Modification: It should be clear that all utilities offering Green-e products under the subject Standard must meet the SB 1078 RPS regardless of their legal requirement to do so.  This revision will ensure all utilities offering Green-e programs meet the same portfolio standards. Deleted last sentence of the first paragraph and replaced it with the following sentence:

“All utilities (e.g. investor owned utilities, municipal utilities, irrigation districts, etc.) must meet the RPS contained in SB 1078 as a threshold requirement to offering Green-e accredited programs regardless of the utilities’ legal requirements under SB 1078 to meet the RPS.” 

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· PG&E’s Requested Modification*
Comments:

SMUD’s Comments: Page 2, Lines 25 – 29:

What is the definition of existing?  This section is unacceptable to SMUD as it does not allow us to use ongoing long-term contracts or resources that were bought, built or repowered specifically to serve Greenergy.  

Green-e Staff note: Green-e staff has drafted the following revised language to clarify this section: 

Insert on Page 2, Line 25: “Therefore, the following types of renewable energy generation are not eligible for Green-e accreditation:

· utility contracts for renewable energy which began prior to Green-e Accreditation or utility-owned renewable generation which began operation prior to Green-e Accreditation, except such contracts or facilities that were used in utility green pricing programs; or 

· renewable energy generation used to meet any mandatory requirement to construct or contract for renewable energy (e.g. a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) or an environmental compliance program which ties construction of the renewable to the approval of another activity or project).”

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· Requested Modification*
Comments:

City of Palo Alto Utilities’ Requested Modification: The description of the SB 1078 is partially complete, but technically inaccurate because the law ONLY mandates IOU’s to increase their eligible renewable resources by the percentages in the law PROVIDED that the costs to not exceed the “market price referent” beyond the ability to cover the difference by the renewable portion of the public goods charge. We would recommend adding that language, and changing the final sentence of the paragraph on page 2 (Change in italics).  

The Green-e program therefore believes that the intent of the law is for publicly owned utilities to meet the 20% target, subject to the same cost limitations that apply to the investor owned utilities. 

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· City of Palo Alto Utilities’ Requested Modification*
Comments:

Renewable Energy and Capacity Blocks

Reference: Page 3, Lines 7 – 8 

3 Phases Requested Modification: 3 Phases would like the Center for Resource Solutions to note that Pacific Power is currently offering a voluntary green power product in its California service territory.  Pacific Power’s Blue Sky Block product consists of 100% new content and is sold in 100-kWh blocks.  PacifiCorp offers its Blue Sky Block product throughout its six-state service territory, which includes Oregon, Washington, Wyoming, California, Idaho, and Utah and services tens of thousands of enrolled customers.  

3 Phases knows that Green-e program administrators would support PacifiCorp, if it desired to pursue Green-e certification for its voluntary green power programs, subject to PacifiCorp meeting or exceeding the requirements of Green-e certification.  3 Phases also notes that the existing Pacific Northwest Regional Criteria include a 100 kWh, rather than a 150 kWh, block minimum, as stated below:

“Increments of 100kWh or greater.  Energy blocks offered to customers within the context of the certified green power marketing must include at least 100 kWh and be composed of 100% new eligible renewable energy.”

The Pacific Northwest criteria also allow for increment sizes less than 100 kWh in certain circumstances.  

3 Phases believes it is highly unlikely that PacifiCorp will modify its Blue Sky Block service offering across its six states of operation to comply with the California Green-e standard.  For this reason, 3 Phases recommends the minimum increment size be reduced from 150 to 100 kWhs per month.

Green-e Staff note:  This comment is submitted on behalf of 3 Phases Energy only and was not reviewed with PacifiCorp or Pacific Power staff.

3 Phases recommends the following modification (in italics): 

“Energy blocks offered to customers within the context of this accredited green pricing program must include at least 100 kWh of new renewable energy supply per month.”

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· 3 Phases’ Requested Modification
Comments:

Product Pricing

Reference: Pages 3 – 4, Lines 43 (p. 3) – 9 (p. 4)
SMUD’s Requested Modification: Greenergy does not support this item.  Terms are not defined and profit is a driver to expand the market category as written, this seems like a non-binding area of the agreement.  Does this mean that we have to be non-profit – what about our energy credit?  Greenergy suggests the following modification (in italics): 

“The price of accredited products should not exceed direct program costs plus overhead (including direct marketing, educational efforts and internal rate of return).”
Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· SMUD’s Requested Modification*
Comments:

SMUD’s Requested Modification: This is not possible in our rate structure.  Greenergy does not support this area.  Our rates don’t currently offer a fuel charge and this would not work at SMUD – besides rate setting seems best left with the utilities.  The selling power of this rate guarantee should be enough to move providers in this direction.  SMUD requests the following modification (in italics): 

“Green pricing program providers should exempt customers from fossil-fuel cost adjustments that are specifically related to the use of non-renewable fuel sources on a pro-rata basis in relation to the amount of eligible renewable energy purchased by the customer.  While this is a best practice in green pricing, we understand that exemptions may need to be granted in some cases.  An exemption will be made for utilities whose rate structures cannot support fossil fuel cost adjustments.  If the utility does not plan to grant green power customers a fossil fuel adjustment cost exemption, it must provide justification to stakeholders and the Board in their accreditation nomination.”

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· SMUD’s Requested Modification*
Comments:

Marketing Costs and Performance Targets

Reference: Page 4, Lines 13 – 49 

City of Palo Alto Utilities’ Requested Modification: Palo Alto cannot procure the green tags for the solar portion of our program in advance of collecting the premiums. We have to take the annual total at the end of the quarter or year and purchase them all at once from the best available resource. The waiting list requirement is unacceptable.  

Green-e staff has drafted the following language to clarify this section of the standard (change in italics): 

“Newly launched green pricing programs will not collect green pricing premiums until the renewable resource is operating.  In the event that a utility plans to satisfy demand for the green pricing product through the purchase of green tags, the utility may implement the program prior to the procurement of the green tags so long as the green tags meet all applicable Green-e requirements ”  

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· Requested Modification*
Comments:

Cease & Desist Participation

Reference: Page 5, Lines 41 – 49 

City of Palo Alto Utilities’ Requested Modification: Liability implies a contractual obligation of some sort, but clearly the cease & desist is similar to any unauthorized use of a trademark. The Cease & Desist section should have a time limit or probation period clearly spelled out, that is if the utility “does not notify within 30 days”, etc.

Green-e staff has drafted the following revised language to clarify this section (change in italics):

“If a utility is knowingly out of compliance or expects to be out of compliance, they should notify CRS immediately to enter a negotiation with the Board.  If the utility is knowingly out of compliance and does not notify CRS within thirty days, then their accreditation is terminated and will immediately cease and desist their participation in the Accreditation Program, including removing references to the Accreditation Program from marketing materials or making any other public representations about a particular product’s participation in the Accreditation program. Such an offender may also be liable for damages incurred by the Accreditation program and/or its Board as a result of these offenses.”

Which do you support?
· Standard as proposed on July 1, 2004
· Requested Modification* 
Comments: 
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