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Green-e Governance Board Minutes of the Meeting 
June 3, 2013; 12:00 PM –1:30 PM Pacific 

 
 
Attending Board Members: 
Bud Beebe, Sacramento Municipal Utilities District 
Megan Decker, Renewable Northwest Project  
Jeff Deyette, Union of Concerned Scientists 
Barry Friedman, National Renewable Energy Laboratory (joined at 12:15 PM) 
Lars Kvale, APX  
Susan Innis, Vestas 
   
Non-voting Members 
Adam Capage, 3Degrees / UGPAC Chair  
Ian McGowan, 3Degrees / CMAC Chair 
Erin Riley (for Paul MacGregor), Nexant / PMAC Chair 
 
Item 1: Welcome 
Roll Call and Determination of Quorum 
Quorum established at 12:15 PM PDT 
 
Item 2: Review and Adopt Agenda 
It was moved and seconded to strike Item 9 (Green-e Energy Program Updates – Update of 
Research into Requiring Tracking Systems) from the agenda, which was agreed upon 
unanimously.  Following this revision, it was moved and seconded to approve the agenda, which 
was also adopted unanimously. 
 
Item 3: Vote to Approve Documents 
It was moved and seconded to approve the meeting minutes from the regularly scheduled Green-
e Governance Board call on February 27, 2013, and these minutes were adopted unanimously.  
After this, the Board determined that it was better to take more time on the Biomass minutes and 
so a vote by email would be appropriate.  The Board approved the Biomass minutes over email 
after the meeting, with nine members voting Yes, zero voting No and one abstention. 
 
Item 4: Green-e Climate Program Updates: Green-e Climate Endorsement of the 
American Carbon Registry – voting item 
Staff informed the Board of the results of research, analysis, and stakeholder consultation for 
ACR’s application to become a Green-e Climate endorsed program. Staff discussed various 
aspects of the ACR standard, including public consultation and dispute resolution policies, 
crediting periods, and native species requirements that may not be in direct compliance with the 
Green-e Climate Standard. After some discussion, it was moved and seconded to approve ACR 
endorsement with the condition that only projects using methodologies approved under version 
2.0 of the ACR standard (released in February 2010) would be endorsed, and that ACR amend 
the ACR Standard v.2.1 by the fourth quarter of 2013 to include language requiring public 
consultation for standards and articulating their process for revisions, and then release standard 
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for a 30-day public comment period. A few other eligibility exceptions and limitations were also 
included.  The Board voted to approve this motion with 5 yes votes and 1 abstention. 
 
Item 5: Approval of changes to the Green-e Climate Standard v.2.1 
Staff summarized changes to the Green-e Climate Standard recommended by the Greenhouse 
Gas Subcommittee to the Board along with the responses submitted through the open stakeholder 
comment period.  The Subcommittee recommended maintaining the current crediting period 
requirements, updating language on additionality tests to keep the Standard consistent with best 
practice, removing reporting period requirements, and amending verification and monitoring 
period requirements. Stakeholder comments were also reviewed and incorporated into 
recommended changes. A motion to approve the changes to the Standard was made and 
seconded, and the Board unanimously to approve this motion.  
 
Following the vote, in the interest of time staff decided to move on to Item 8 of the agenda, 
Green-e Energy Program Updates – Biomass Recap and Minor Changes.   
 
Item 8: Green-e Energy Program Updates – Biomass Recap and Minor Changes 
Staff outlined a slight change in language to be made to the biomass language that was 
previously approved by the Board on requirements for all forestry derived fuels.  The Board 
recommended approving this language by an email vote.   
 
Section C page 3 of the current standard states that one of the eligible categories is “all animal 
and other organic waste”.  Staff believes that this may appear over inclusive, including fuel types 
that the Board specifically sought to exclude.  Staff doesn’t think a vote is needed on this at the 
time because questions we have on this section refer to vegetable oil wastes and anaerobic 
digestion of food wastes, each of which are fuels Staff believes the Board sought to include as 
organic waste.  The Board directed staff to continue to approve fuel sources under this category 
that the board has approved in the past and when and where appropriate and we will revisit and 
potentially clarify the language. It was then motioned and seconded to adjourn the meeting. 
 
Contents of the email vote: 

 
Green-e Energy Biomass: Vote on Language  
The approved language says that forestry derived fuels come from forests that were managed by 
best management practices OR regulations.  Staff’s understanding is that the GGB meant to say 
best practices AND regulations, thereby require that foresters are held to the highest, generally 
adopted standard in their region.  If this was the intent of the Board, and this was a clerical 
oversight, Staff recommends making this change in the language.  If, however, there are differing 
views about the intent of this language, Staff recommends keeping the adopted language as is, 
and proposing an update to the language with the next round of Standard updates. 

Votes in favor of making the change from “or” to “and”: 8 
Votes against: 0 
Abstentions:  1 
No response: 1 
 

Green-e Energy Biomass: Questions for Green-e Energy 



Page 3 of 3 
 

Staff has received questions from participants regarding interpretation of the new biomass 
language in the standard, which we would like to run by the Governance Board.  The new 
language includes specific requirements if “the fuel is derived from whole trees.”  While it is 
clear that cutting down a whole tree, for the purposes of bioenergy, and using the entire thing 
would constitute a whole tree, it is less clear what would happen if only part of the tree is used 
for this purpose.  Staff’s understanding is that in most cases the tree would be cut down for the 
trunk to be used for timber or pulp and that the tops and limbs would not be considered a whole 
tree.  However, the outcome is less clear if the tops and limbs are used for bioenergy, leaving a 
snag in the forest, or alternatively if the tree is cut down and the trunk is used for bioenergy, but 
the top and limbs are left to decompose in the forest.  

 
Staff’s current thinking is that the snag example may be acceptable under the current language, 
but that the second example would qualify as fuel derived from whole trees and thus require a 
higher level of scrutiny.  Staff also feels that the use of limbs, leaving a snag standing, is unlikely 
due to the costs of this method, though we could further clarify the intention of the board with 
regards to the whole tree language. 

 
Participants have also asked for clarification regarding what kinds of organizations meet this 
description: “An independent third party, qualified in sustainable forestry management and chain 
of custody issues”.  
Staff current thinking is that 1) this party cannot be a subsidiary or division of the forest owner or 
harvester, 2) if there is a question of independence, any financial ties between the certifier should 
be disclosed to CRS, and 3) the party must be qualified in sustainable forestry management and 
chain of custody issues.  Based on prior discussions with members of the Board, we do not 
interpret this to mean that the 3rd party needs to be certifying to an FSC standard. However, the 
mention of familiarity with chain of custody certifications appears to imply that the certifier 
can/has certified to a chain of custody standard, a popular example of which is FSC. Staff would 
like confirmation of the Board’s intent. 

 
Confirmation that Board’s intent is in line with the above articulation of Staff’s 
understanding: 8 
I do not confirm: 0 
Abstentions: 1 
No response: 1 
 

 
Meeting Adjourned at 2:06 PM PDT. 


