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Submitting Public Comments on White Paper
California Air Resources Board (ARB) staff will present this white paper at a public
workshop on October 28, 2015. ARB staff is releasing this white paper prior to the
workshop to solicit comments from interested members of the public. Following the
workshop, stakeholders will have an opportunity to provide written comments during an
informal comment period which will conclude at 5:00 p.m. Pacific time on Monday,
November 16, 2015. As this workshop is not a formal regulatory hearing, ARB is not
obligated to respond to comments; however, comments will assist staff in developing
potential topics for future workshops and for regulatory proposals should the Board
direct staff to do so. Staff will strive to incorporate and address comments presented on
this white paper to the extent feasible during future workshops.
Comments may be submitted at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm/bclist.php
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Executive Summary
Addressing climate change requires a comprehensive assessment of the causes of
greenhouse gas emissions. In adopting the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Assembly Bill 32, or AB 32), the Legislature recognized this fact and directed the
California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop measures to reduce California’s
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 also recognized the
importance of California’s climate leadership and engagement with other jurisdictions,
and directed ARB to consult with the federal government and other nations to identify
the most effective strategies and methods to reduce GHGs, manage GHG control
programs, and to facilitate the development of integrated and cost-effective regional,
national, and international GHG reduction programs.
ARB began assessing emerging international mitigation actions as it developed the AB
32 Scoping Plan and the California Cap-and-Trade Program. One of the most studied
sectors within which mitigation actions have been proposed has been tropical forests,
which serve as one of the world’s most important carbon sinks. Emissions from tropical
deforestation and forest degradation are estimated to account for between 11% and
14% of global GHG emissions. Initiatives for reducing emissions from deforestation and
forest degradation, or REDD, are thus a critical part of addressing global climate
change, including climate change in California. Mitigating tropical forest deforestation
may have additional effects on California’s climate and environment because research
indicates a direct link between tropical deforestation and reduced California
precipitation. In addition, the inclusion of REDD sector-based offset credits within the
already existing quantitative usage limit for offset credits within California’s Cap-andTrade Program would contribute to cost-containment benefits under the program,
demonstrate California’s climate leadership, and yield benefits to biodiversity, forestdependent community livelihoods, and other areas integral to low emissions rural
development in tropical jurisdictions.
California began engaging on REDD through the creation of the Governors’ Climate and
Forests Task Force (GCF) in 2008. This subnational government initiative aims to
exchange information and develop best practices for forest conservation, climate
mitigation, community engagement and capacity building, as well as develop the
technical areas necessary to design robust jurisdiction-wide REDD programs. The GCF
is currently comprised of 29 different subnational jurisdictions, including states and
provinces from Brazil, Indonesia, Ivory Coast, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, Spain, and the
United States (U.S.). Based in part on interactions with the GCF, ARB designed the
California Cap-and-Trade Program to include specific regulatory language directing how
a REDD program could be included through future, formal rulemaking. These
regulatory provisions are referred to as sector-based offset crediting provisions, and
could provide a small portion of the existing quantitative usage limit in place for all
carbon offsets. 1 As described in Sections II and III of this paper, the sector-based
1

A sector-based crediting program, such as a REDD program, is a jurisdiction-wide crediting mechanism
in a subnational jurisdiction of a developing country, which (if approved) could issue sector-based offset
credits that would be eligible for use by California covered entities to comply with a small portion of their
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crediting approach for international offsets offers advantages that do not exist at the
project level, such as guarding against risks of performance reversal and leakage at the
jurisdiction scale.
To date, ARB has not approved any international, sector-based offset credits to be used
for compliance under the Cap-and-Trade Program. ARB staff explained in the Cap-andTrade rulemaking that further work would be needed to determine how a REDD
program could fit within the rigorous AB 32 and Cap-and-Trade Program criteria.
California launched a process for assessing this additional work by signing a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Acre, Brazil, and Chiapas, Mexico in 2010
to further streamline the information exchange underway within the broader GCF. The
MOU established the REDD Offset Working Group. This ad hoc team of technical
experts developed technical and policy recommendations that were provided in final
form to California, Acre, and Chiapas in July 2013. 2
REDD is an important component of ongoing negotiations under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change, and continues to receive backing from
national jurisdictions, such as the United States and Norway, which have collectively
pledged billions of dollars to support capacity building and other REDD-related activities
in multiple tropical jurisdictions. These international efforts have made considerable
progress on developing guidelines and lessons for the design of jurisdiction-wide REDD
programs. However, economic development in many jurisdictions is still dependent on
activities which drive deforestation. Work is underway to expand economic
opportunities with low-emissions rural development mechanisms such as REDD-based
financing in the voluntary carbon market and through overseas development financing.
These actions have been important in helping test best practices, but have not yet been
sufficient to overcome the economic hurdles to reducing drivers of deforestation to the
extent necessary to curb emissions from tropical deforestation and forest degradation.
California could play a leadership role at the subnational level by recognizing and
approving robust program standards that other market programs could also take
advantage of. This could increase opportunities for REDD-related financing within
regulatory compliance markets (e.g., through the sale of sector-based REDD offset
credits into California’s Cap-and-Trade Program or other markets).
The REDD Offset Working Group Recommendations provide a framework for assessing
many of the technical design elements that would be needed for a robust REDD
program. These include setting reference levels, ensuring social safeguards are in
place, designing crediting pathways, and ensuring effective government oversight and
Cap-and-Trade obligations. This portion is limited to 2% of an entity’s total compliance obligation in the
first and second compliance periods, and 4% in the third. It should be noted that because ARB staff is
not proposing any regulatory amendment related to REDD or any other sector at this time, no sectorbased crediting will be eligible in the first or second compliance periods.
2

REDD Offset Working Group, California, Acre and Chiapas – Partnering to Reduce Emissions from
Tropical Deforestation: Recommendations to Conserve Tropical Rainforests, Protect Local Communities
and Reduce State-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2013), attached to this white paper as Appendix A.
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enforcement, both in a REDD jurisdiction and in California’s program. While the
Recommendations demonstrate that many of these concerns can be addressed, ARB
staff is seeking feedback on these Recommendations to fully vet stakeholder concerns.
Additional engagement with California stakeholders, including ARB’s Environmental
Justice Advisory Committee, is needed to ensure ARB is able to take into account
concerns which have been raised related to social safeguards, enforceability, and
leakage, among others.
Before staff recommends that the Board consider a specific REDD-related regulatory
amendment proposal from staff, the following steps will need to occur. First, ARB staff
will conduct stakeholder workshops, starting with the one scheduled for October 28,
2015 to assess the issues and criteria that would inform the development of a staff
proposal. ARB staff will also need to continue engaging with partner jurisdictions from
the GCF. This engagement might include cross-jurisdictional visits, seeking advice and
input from ARB’s Environmental Justice Advisory Committee, contracting for assistance
with California universities, and engaging with the U.S. federal government. Second,
ARB would need to undergo the normal California Administrative Procedure Act
requirements of a 45-day public notice and comment period on any proposed regulatory
text, including an environmental review and a Board hearing. Third, in conjunction with
the rulemaking process, ARB would need to request that the Governor make findings
pursuant to Senate Bill 1018 regarding the equivalency of a jurisdiction’s program in
terms of GHG reductions and offset credit stringency, the enforceability of such a
linkage, and whether the linkage creates specific liabilities for California. This type of
finding was made prior to ARB concluding its linkage regulation with Québec.
If the Board decides to move forward on considering any specific REDD program, ARB
staff would target regulatory amendments to allow for the use of sector-based offset
credits in the third compliance period of the Cap-and-Trade Program. Based on a
review of existing GCF state programs, ARB staff believes that Acre’s sector-based
REDD offset program is already technically capable of being considered for formal
inclusion in the Cap-and-Trade Program at the beginning of the third compliance period,
even while additional engagement is necessary to, among other things, ensure a clear
understanding of how Acre’s program may fit within any applicable Brazilian national
structures. Other GCF jurisdictions may be nearing readiness in the near future. To
prepare a staff proposal for Board consideration, there is a need for additional work as
described in this white paper that could benefit from collaboration with California
universities, public stakeholder engagement through additional technical workshops on
the issues identified herein, engagement with GCF and other subnational jurisdictions,
and regulatory text drafting.
Finally, ARB staff would like to highlight that proceeding down the path of working more
closely with Acre will likely provide beneficial lessons and engagement with other
jurisdictions, particularly those of Mexico (both in terms of engagement through the GCF
and also through the California-Mexico MOU) 3 and Brazil. Continued evaluation of
3

Memorandum of Understanding to Enhance Cooperation on Climate Change and the Environment
between the State of California of the United States of America and the Ministry of Environment and
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REDD and other sector-based offset programs will further demonstrate California’s
climate leadership. Indeed, this engagement has already resulted in partnering on other
mutually beneficial climate and low emissions development initiatives, such as the
Subnational Global Climate Leadership MOU (also known as the Under 2 MOU), which
includes participation of multiple GCF jurisdictions. 4
This ARB staff white paper provides a summary of the work California has conducted to
date on sector-based crediting programs, including REDD. It also describes
collaborative efforts with the GCF, such as signing the Rio Branco Declaration. Finally,
the paper includes an assessment of the REDD Offset Working Group
Recommendations and identifies next steps that will be required for ARB staff to
propose a REDD program to be considered by the Board in a future rulemaking action.

Natural Resources and the National Forestry Commission of the United Mexican States (July 28, 2014),
available at http://gov.ca.gov/docs/7.28_Climate_MOU_Eng.pdf.
4

The Under 2 MOU was developed between California and the German state of Baden-Württemberg to
bring together ambitious subnational jurisdictions to make commitments towards emission reductions and
to galvanize action at the upcoming Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change in Paris, France. Current signatories who are also GCF members include
Acre (Brazil), Amazonas (Brazil), California, Catalonia (Spain), Chiapas (Mexico), Cross River State
(Nigeria), Jalisco (Mexico), Rondônia (Brazil), Tocantins (Brazil), and Ucayali (Peru). More information is
available at the Under 2 MOU Web site, http://under2mou.org/ (accessed Oct. 18, 2015).
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I.

Introduction

When the California Legislature enacted the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Assembly Bill 32, or AB 32), it directed the California Air Resources Board (ARB or
Board) to develop a Scoping Plan setting forth various mechanisms to lower statewide
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, to adopt a mandatory greenhouse gas reporting and
verification regulation, and it gave ARB the authority to develop a market-based
compliance mechanism. (Health & Saf. Code, §§ 38530, 38561, and 38570.) In
developing these measures, ARB is required to consult with the federal government and
other nations to identify the most effective strategies and methods to reduce
greenhouse gases, manage greenhouse gas control programs, and to facilitate the
development of integrated and cost-effective regional, national, and international
greenhouse gas reduction programs. (Health & Saf. Code, §§ 38564 and 38561(c).)
Since 2006, ARB has adopted numerous measures to implement AB 32, including the
adoption of the California Cap on Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Market-Based
Compliance Mechanisms Regulation. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95801 et seq.;
hereafter Cap-and-Trade Regulation or Cap-and-Trade Program.)
In order to achieve the AB 32 mandate of designing cost-effective programs, ARB
included several cost-containment features in the Cap-and-Trade Regulation. These
include elements such as multi-year compliance periods, an Allowance Price
Containment Reserve, and the use of carbon offset credits. 1 In designing these
elements, ARB staff reviewed the state of existing market-based programs, 2 which is
evidenced by the work ARB has undertaken related to the Western Climate Initiative
(WCI), including linkage of the Cap-and-Trade Programs developed by ARB and the
Canadian province of Québec. 3
In addition to its work with WCI, ARB has been considering jurisdiction-wide, sectorbased carbon offset crediting programs. As defined in the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, a
sector-based crediting program is “a GHG emissions-reduction crediting mechanism
established by a country, region, or subnational jurisdiction in a developing country and
covering a particular economic sector within that jurisdiction.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17,
§ 95802(a).) These programs would focus on a single economic sector (i.e., cement,
forestry, etc.) and seek to reduce emissions across the entire sector, perhaps as part of
a broader low emissions development plan similar to AB 32. This means that crediting
is done not by looking at a single project’s performance against its project baseline,
such as under traditional project-based offset programs. Instead, crediting is “based on
achievement toward an emissions reduction target for the particular sector within the
boundary of the jurisdiction.” (Id.) This jurisdictional approach offers advantages that
do not exist at the project level, such as guarding against risks of performance reversal
and leakage at a broad scale.
In assessing the potential for sector-based crediting programs, ARB is interested in both
industrial and biological sectors. During the development of the Cap-and-Trade
Program, ARB staff had explored both the cement and forestry sectors. ARB chose to
White Paper

1

October 19, 2015

California Air Resources Board
focus first on emission reduction strategies in the forestry sector because of the ongoing
focus on forestry at the international scale, the significant potential of addressing a large
portion of global GHG emissions coming from deforestation, and because ARB was
already pursuing a domestic U.S. Forest Projects Compliance Offset Protocol, which
may be used to generate offset credits under the Cap-and-Trade Program using
traditional project-based crediting. 4 In assessing sector-based crediting for forestry,
ARB has engaged in discussions with other jurisdictions that are designing broad,
jurisdiction-wide forestry programs related to reducing emissions from deforestation and
forest degradation, also known as “REDD” programs. ARB did not pursue a sectorbased forestry offset program domestically as there are already well established
programs and regulations in the United States to monitor and protect the forestry sector
as a whole.
For any offset credit to be eligible under California’s Cap-and-Trade Program, whether
derived through a Compliance Offset Protocol or through a jurisdiction-wide, sectorbased crediting program, the credits have to meet the same statutory criteria – namely,
they have to be real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, additional, and enforceable. 5
(Health & Saf. Code, § 38562, subd. (d)(1)-(2).)
This white paper provides an overview of sector-based crediting, and more specifically,
what REDD is and how it is contemplated by the Cap-and-Trade Program. It highlights
why California, through ARB, has been interested in further exploring whether and how
jurisdictional REDD offset credits fit within the Cap-and-Trade Program, and what
California has done to date as part of this exploration. Next, it summarizes the
recommendations submitted to the Board by the REDD Offset Working Group, which
offer a policy and technical framework for ARB’s acceptance of jurisdictional REDD
programs. Finally, this white paper concludes with an overview of additional work that
will need to be completed before ARB staff could propose a specific sector-based
REDD program for Board consideration and a timeline for such work prior to returning
with recommendations for Board approval.
It is important to note that this white paper does not propose any particular regulatory
action at this time. Instead, ARB staff is seeking to document its work to date on sectorbased crediting, including jurisdictional REDD, and to elicit feedback from stakeholders
regarding necessary next steps toward a regulatory proposal. As will be explained
throughout this paper, the importance of tropical forests, and of reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation in tropical countries, is a critical element for
tackling global climate change.
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II.

Overview of Sector-Based Crediting

Sector-based crediting, as defined above, is the preferred option over traditional projectbased crediting when considering international offsets for California’s Cap-and-Trade
Program. Sector-based crediting requires the establishment of a sector performance
standard (e.g., a target against which to measure GHG emission reductions or
enhanced GHG sequestration). Only once that sector performance standard is
achieved can any additional GHG reductions or enhanced sequestration activities be
eligible for offset credits. 6 In this international context, by engaging an entire sector to
make progress towards a performance standard for GHG reductions or enhanced
sequestration activities beyond what would otherwise have occurred, the overall GHG
emissions benefit is greater than if just one project were to take place in the sector and
receive offset credits for activities within its project boundary. In addition, addressing
emissions at the sector level within a jurisdiction may assist that jurisdiction in its overall
low-emissions development planning.
There are other important benefits to sector-based crediting, including the possibility
that action at the sector level may spur broader emissions reduction activity throughout
the jurisdiction. For instance, many countries have committed to Nationally Appropriate
Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) and Intended Nationally Determined Commitments (INDCs)
to reduce their GHGs within the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC). 7 If a country or a subnational jurisdiction within a country
implemented a sector-based offset program, the GHG mitigation activities and progress
towards meeting the sector performance standard could also be counted towards the
country’s NAMAs and INDCs. Specifically, the GHG reductions leading up to the sector
performance standard would be recognized through the international commitments, and
any additional sector program reductions, once the performance standard is achieved,
could be recognized under a market-based program as sector-based offset credits.
Under this type of program design, any reductions that account for progress towards
meeting the sector performance standard would not be eligible to receive offset credits
as those would not be additional. Only reductions that go beyond the sector
performance standard would be considered additional and eligible for offset credits.
An effective sector-based program must include a regulatory framework that results in
reductions across the entire sector and sets forth the rules for participating in the
program. This participation could include state-run initiatives, community-based efforts,
private actions, and combinations of these activities to meet and exceed the
performance standard. Reductions which occur after the performance standard is met
would be eligible for offset credits under ARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program. Reductions to
achieve the performance standard are sometimes called “own effort,” meaning that the
jurisdiction must show it has developed sufficient legal requirements and achieved
sufficient participation in its sector-based program to achieve the performance standard
prior to additional reductions being eligible for sector-based offset credits. This type of
design will help ensure that any sector-based offset credits meet the additionality
requirements of AB 32 and ARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program.
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The sector-based program would set legal requirements for meeting the performance
standard, and requirements for reductions beyond the performance standard, as well as
effective enforcement for actions which do not meet these legal requirements. Given
the need for regulatory design, implementation, and enforcement, and the requirement
that the performance standard be met prior to offset credits being issued, a successful
sector-based crediting program is best designed under the direction of a jurisdiction with
sector-wide regulatory authority over the GHG mitigation actions and entities within the
sector.
With this overview of sector-based crediting programs as contemplated by ARB’s Capand-Trade Program as a backdrop, the remainder of this white paper focuses on the
forestry sector, and specifically on jurisdictional, sector-based REDD programs.

III.

What is REDD?

REDD, which stands for “reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation,” is a low-emissions development financing mechanism first contemplated
under the UNFCCC that would incentivize activities undertaken to reduce emissions in
the forestry sector in tropical developing countries from deforestation and forest
degradation. In its Fifth Assessment Report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) estimated that greenhouse gas emissions stemming from the forestry
sector account for upwards of 12 percent of global GHG emissions from 2000 to 2009. 8
The IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report indicated that emissions from the forestry sector
in 2004 alone were greater than the emissions from the entire global transportation
sector; and varying estimates place emissions solely from tropical deforestation and
forest degradation within a range of 11-14 percent. 9 There are numerous causes (or
drivers) of tropical deforestation and forest degradation, including commercial logging,
and clearing of forest for expanded cattle ranching and commercial agriculture,
including for commodities such as palm oil. 10 Between 2010 and 2015, despite some
successful efforts at reducing the global rate of deforestation, trends continued to show
losses of upwards of 6.6 million hectares per year, mainly from loss of natural forests in
the tropics. 11 Although it started at the international stage through the UNFCCC
process, REDD has more recently been the focus of subnational jurisdiction
collaboration.
a. From International to Subnational
The concept of REDD first arose as part of the UNFCCC negotiations in 2005 at the 11th
Conference of the Parties (COP) to the UNFCCC. 12 The concept gained broad support
because of a recognition of the need to expand country participation beyond Annex I
(i.e., developed) countries in order to achieve real climate change results. 13 At that
meeting, the Parties to the UNFCCC directed the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice to work on scientific, technical, and methodological issues related
to designing REDD projects and programs. 14 Since 2005, Parties to the UNFCCC have
considered further decisions regarding the development and implementation of REDD
programs. For instance, in 2007, the Parties adopted the Bali Action Plan, which
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included “an action point aimed at reducing emissions from forests and called for a
decision to be made by the Parties…on how this would be brought about” in December
2009. 15 The Plan also encouraged consideration of “the role of conservation [and the]
sustainable management of forests and forest carbon stocks in developing countries.” 16
In 2008, the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice presented a report
identifying methodological issues associated with REDD at COP 14 in Poznán,
Poland. 17 Its report placed equal emphasis on conservation and sustainable
management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks, deforestation and
forest degradation. 18 In the nomenclature of the UNFCCC discussions, activities to
reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation have varied in scope as
follows: 1) activities to reduce emissions from deforestation (i.e., RED); 2) activities that
reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (i.e., the second “D” in
REDD); and 3) activities which also include the role of conservation, sustainable
management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks (i.e., REDD+ or
REDD-plus). 19
In 2009, at COP 15 in Copenhagen, Denmark, Parties adopted the Copenhagen
Accord, which “recognized the crucial role of” REDD to reduce global climate change,
and developed countries committed to providing financial resources for mitigation
actions in developing countries. 20 The Accord requested “Parties to identify the drivers
of deforestation and forest degradation resulting in emissions[,] along with means to
address them,” and directed Parties to use the most recent IPCC guidelines to “estimate
and monitor forest-related greenhouse gas emissions and removals and changes in
forest cover.” 21 COP 15 also emphasized the need for methodological guidance,
guidance on potential work that may be needed to support these activities, support for
capacity-building and inclusion of local communities in monitoring and reporting, and
guidance for the establishment of forest reference emission and reference levels. 22
In 2010, at COP 16 in Cancun, Mexico, Parties reaffirmed their commitment to “slow,
halt, and reverse forest cover and carbon loss” in what came to be called the Cancun
Agreements. 23 Parties also established a phased approach for REDD-plus
implementation and agreed to support the inclusion of social and environmental
safeguards when undertaking REDD activities. 24 COP 16 also established the Green
Climate Fund as the “operating entity of the financial mechanism of the Convention,”
although Parties did not identify a specific funding mechanism for REDD-plus at that
time. 25 Parties pledged $100 billion per year to the fund, but it has yet to be fully
financed. 26
In 2011, at COP 17 in Durban, South Africa, Parties agreed in Decision 2/CP.17 that
multiple financing options for REDD-plus would be needed, and agreed that these
should include public, private, bilateral, multilateral, and market-based sources. 27
Decision 12/CP.17 continued the discussion on social and environmental safeguards,
including the kind of information to be reported to demonstrate how safeguards are
being “addressed and respected.” 28 Importantly, Decision 12/CP.17 also provided
guidance on establishing reference levels (i.e., forest stock baselines and emissions
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baselines) as a basis for a rigorous measurement, reporting, and verification scheme. 29
Parties decided that reference levels should be consistent with each country’s
greenhouse gas inventories, and should be guided by the most recent IPCC guidance
and guidelines to ensure that they are keeping up with any methodological
advancements. 30 This “Durban Platform,” as the agreements from COP 17 have come
to be called, also explicitly recognized a role for subnational efforts in developing REDD
programs. 31
Since the Durban Platform, the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
has continued its consideration of measurement, reporting, and verification methods, as
well as safeguard issues. COP 18 included a request from the Parties that the
Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice continue to consider
measurement, reporting, and verification methodological guidance and other technical
and policy approaches to REDD. 32 In November 2013, at COP 19 in Warsaw, Poland,
the Parties made progress on REDD by agreeing to enforce safeguards, and to lay the
groundwork for reporting, monitoring, and verifying emission reductions, as well as
agreeing on broad financing mechanism language and instituting national reference
levels and monitoring systems. 33 At COP 20 in Lima, Peru in 2014 numerous countries
with tropical forests submitted their deforestation reference levels to the UN. 34
Reference levels inform baseline emissions against which reductions in emissions can
be measured and potentially credited.
Finally, during the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
Intersessional Meeting in Bonn, Germany in June 2015, negotiators agreed on draft
recommendations to resolve technical issues related to reporting of safeguards,
sustainable management, and non-carbon benefits of REDD. 35 These draft
recommendations will be presented for approval at COP 21 in Paris, France in 2015.
b. Jurisdictional vs. Project-level REDD
In addition to the different categories of activities that could comprise a UNFCCC REDD
mechanism, Parties to the negotiations also contemplated different levels at which
REDD activities might be undertaken and how incentives could be offered; specifically,
the negotiations looked to broader, jurisdictional versus project-based approaches. 36
As contemplated by the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, REDD would be conducted at the
subnational jurisdiction level as part of a sector-based crediting program, rather than at
a project level. 37 These subnational programs would have to fit within applicable
national legal structures, including under any submitted INDC. As explained in Section
II above, sector-based offset credits refers to a crediting mechanism across an entire
sector (i.e., the forest sector of a particular jurisdiction) based on the jurisdiction’s sector
inventory. This is different from the smaller-scale, project-based model in California’s
domestic offset program and from the model of many existing REDD projects. 38
Jurisdictional, sector-based REDD programs “are designed to operate across entire
nations, states, or provinces.” 39 The jurisdictional model defines performance targets
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across the entire jurisdiction for the two main types of activities causing emissions—
deforestation and forest degradation. 40 Under jurisdictional approaches to REDD, “the
state or province develops policies and frameworks to reduce emissions…across the
whole jurisdiction.” 41 Individual REDD projects could still occur within the jurisdiction’s
program, but would need to conform to these jurisdiction-wide performance targets and
be accounted for against the jurisdiction-wide inventory in order to receive offset
credits. 42 If ARB were to proceed with a sector-based REDD program, ARB staff would
have to propose specific regulatory provisions for Board approval to ensure any sectorbased REDD offset credits eligible to be used for compliance in California’s system
were of high quality, met the AB 32 requirements, and that the REDD jurisdiction
provided stringent oversight and enforcement of its program. Sections V through VIII
describe how ARB staff might go about developing such provisions.
The jurisdictional approach has advantages over project-level approaches in developing
countries. First, it has “the potential to generate emissions reductions at [a] much larger
scale and lower cost than the traditional project-based model.”43 In addition, the
jurisdictional approach involves a robust public process, incorporating “stakeholders
from the beginning in designing and building” the program. 44 And, because jurisdictionwide programs are administered by the subnational government, there are mechanisms
in place to provide for public accountability that may not exist at the project-based level
for some jurisdictions. The jurisdictional REDD approach offers other advantages, such
as guarding against risks of performance reversal and leakage at a broader scale.
Individual projects could be allowed, so long as they fit within the jurisdictional approach
so they can be absorbed into jurisdiction-level monitoring, measurement, verification,
and reporting. For instance, any increases in emissions in one location may be offset
by greater emission reductions elsewhere within the jurisdiction’s forest sector. 45
Jurisdictional approaches direct attention to large-scale changes, encouraging
jurisdictions to create policy models that address the underlying causes of deforestation
and land conversion, resulting in more protections against reversals in carbon stocks
and against shifting of forest loss in one region to another in the jurisdiction, while
ensuring permanent emission reductions.
Finally, many countries have established national targets for GHG emission reductions
under the international treaty regime described above. A sector-based approach
provides an opportunity for the GHG benefits gained from attaining the performance
target at the subnational level to also be counted towards meeting the international
target for the national government within which the subnational jurisdiction lies. This
opportunity could make it more likely for governments at the national level to support
subnational activities focused on REDD.
c. Ongoing REDD Efforts Still Needed
While international efforts described above have made considerable progress on
developing guidelines and lessons for the design of jurisdiction-wide REDD programs,
delivering on the financing aspect to REDD jurisdictions has continued to prove difficult.
Economic development in many jurisdictions is still dependent on activities which drive
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deforestation, including commercial logging and commercial agriculture. 46 Many
individuals and groups are working to expand economic opportunities with lowemissions development mechanisms such as through REDD-based financing. To date,
this has been primarily in the voluntary carbon market or through overseas development
financing, rather than in a regulatory compliance market. 47 With respect to overseas
development financing, countries such as Norway, Germany, the United Kingdom, and
the United States, and multilateral funds such as the World Bank’s Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility, have provided several billion dollars of financing to assist in
developing capacity in REDD jurisdictions. 48 This is often termed “REDD readiness”
financing, which assists recipient jurisdictions in developing institutional capacity to
prepare for the initial stages of a jurisdictional program, such as forest inventories,
carbon stock baselines, and begin preparations for designing mechanisms to implement
programs to reduce emissions from deforestation.
All of these actions and investments have helped test best practices by the UNFCCC
and other organizations, but have not yet been sufficient to overcome the economic
hurdles to reduce drivers of deforestation to the extent necessary to curb emissions
from tropical deforestation and forest degradation. 49 Additional action by California at
the subnational level, as contemplated by California’s Cap-and-Trade Program, could
play a leadership role by recognizing and approving robust program standards that
other market programs could also take advantage of. This could increase opportunities
for REDD-related financing within regulatory compliance markets (e.g., through the sale
of sector-based REDD offset credits into California’s Cap-and-Trade Program or other
markets). While market mechanisms are an important tool to address deforestation,
additional initiatives will be needed to fully address the economic hurdles.

IV.

Why is California interested in REDD?

The acceptance of REDD offset credits into California’s Cap-and-Trade Program would
help in meeting the goals of AB 32 by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and by
lowering the cost of compliance for entities subject to the Cap-and-Trade Regulation.
AB 32 recognizes that climate change is a global problem requiring international
solutions and that California can be a leader in these efforts. AB 32 also stresses the
need for low-cost carbon reductions. (Health & Safety. Code, §§ 38501.) REDD offset
credits provide a cost-effective and innovative mechanism for covered entities to comply
with the Cap-and-Trade Program while engaging developing countries in low-carbon
growth. Furthermore, many co-benefits associated with REDD programs have the
potential to improve the lives of local populations. 50 This section of the white paper
highlights specific reasons why engaging with other jurisdictions developing robust lowemissions development plans, including sector-based REDD programs, is of importance
to California and California’s climate efforts.
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a. Reducing Emissions from Tropical Deforestation also Reduces Impacts
of Global Climate Change on California
Climate change is one of the most serious environmental threats facing the world today.
Global warming is already impacting the Western U.S., and particularly California, in
more severe ways than the rest of the country. 51 The 2010 Climate Action Team (CAT)
report concluded that climate change will affect virtually every sector of the state‘s
economy and most of California’s ecosystems. 52 Significant impacts will likely occur
even under moderate scenarios of increasing global GHG emissions and associated
climate change.
Compared to the rest of the country, California is particularly vulnerable to significant
resource and economic impacts from at least three effects of climate change.
A major vulnerability California faces is its reliance on the snowpack for water supply
and storage. This resource is predicted to decrease substantially in the 21st century,
and data suggests that decline has already begun. Researchers have found that lower
snowpack in mountains across the western United States could not be explained by
natural variability, and that it was consistent with a human-induced increase in the
average temperature. 53 The California Department of Water Resources projects a 2540% reduction in Sierra snowpack compared to the historical average by 2050. 54 This
does not mean less precipitation, but a change in the hydrological system. More rain
and less snow means state water managers will not be able to use current flood-control
measures and less water will be available during summer months, when demand is
highest. 55 This, in turn, will effect urban populations and agriculture production
dependent on this resource. According to estimates, roughly 40% of California’s
freshwater goes to agriculture, while the rest is split between urban and environmental
uses. 56 Cash farm receipts in California totaled $46.4 billion in 2013, according to the
California Department of Food and Agriculture. 57 A reduction in water supply would
likely reduce output from that important component of California’s economy and
negatively impact domestic food supply. 58
At the time of release of this white paper, California is in its fourth year of drought, which
is causing economic, environmental, and social impacts throughout the State. 59 The
drought has resulted in lower availability of surface water supplies, which increases the
amount of groundwater pumping in the State; and the drought has also resulted in lower
availability of hydroelectric power, which increases reliance on other types of power
(such as natural gas and renewable fuels) for water conveyance. 60 Both of these result
in higher GHG emissions associated with water use, as well as impacts to the State’s
fish and wildlife resources, further exacerbating climate change. Excessive pumping of
groundwater is resulting in the earth sinking in parts of the Central Valley. 61 Farmers
are leaving hundreds of thousands of acres unplanted, which means less food exports
and less in-state jobs. 62 And, for the first time in history, California regulators have
curtailed senior water rights holders. 63
Beyond the effect of global climate change on California’s water supply, a 2013 study
suggests that deforestation in the Amazon could have a direct effect on Sierra Nevada
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snowpack levels. As described in the Journal of Climate, researchers employed various
high resolution climate models to analyze how complete Amazonian deforestation would
change jet streams and weather patterns. They found that such deforestation would
“modif[y] the jet stream so as to divert storms away from the northwest United States,”64
as well as the Sierra Nevada. According to their models, complete deforestation of the
Amazon would result in a 50% reduction of California’s snowpack. 65 As a point of
reference, NASA found that tropical forests across the globe held about 271 billion tons
of carbon in the early 2000’s, with Brazil accounting for approximately 61 billion tons. 66
While complete deforestation is unlikely, the implication is that some deforestation could
result in some additional reduced snowpack, in addition to reduced snowpack due to
increased emissions. The presence of atmospheric rivers, bands of moisture that form
across the globe, has ended about a third or more of California’s droughts since the
middle of the last century. 67 Any disturbance in the jet stream impacts the location of
these atmospheric rivers and where they deliver rain and snow on land. These bands
of moisture are also responsible for carrying a vast amount of moisture from the tropics
to other regions. The moisture contained within these rivers results from
evapotranspiration from plant matter such as tropical forests. Deforestation reduces the
amount of evapotranspiration and the amount of water available to recharge the
atmospheric rivers. 68
Furthermore, studies suggest that without the Amazonian forests there are likely to be
more El Niño-like events. El Niño is the shorter term for the “El Niño-Southern
Oscillation” and refers to the situation where the eastern and central equatorial region of
the Pacific Ocean increases in temperature by a few degrees Celsius and there is a
see-saw shift in the surface air pressure between the eastern and western halves of the
Pacific. 69 In years that El Niño events have occurred, some regions in California have
experienced increased isolated flooding, abrupt and fast melting of the existing Sierra
snowpack, landslides, and coastal erosion. 70 Princeton researchers state, “[t]he big
point is that Amazon deforestation will not only affect the Amazon – it will not be
contained. It will hit the atmosphere and the atmosphere will carry those responses.”71
In addition, climate change is already affecting California’s ocean resources. Like the
atmosphere, the chemistry of the ocean appears to be changing as it absorbs more
carbon dioxide (CO2) from the air. The Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute
found that more CO2 absorption increases the acidity of the ocean water, and that
ocean water CO2 levels are increasing faster near the California coast than in the open
ocean. 72 Increased ocean acidification has been shown to reduce populations of shellforming animals like bivalves and plankton. 73 Recent years have seen the “near total
failure of developing oysters in both aquaculture facilities and natural ecosystems on the
West Coast.”74 Between 1951 and 1995, zooplankton – a pillar of the marine food web
– in California coastal waters declined by 80%. 75 While researchers caution that it is too
early to blame these population declines on ocean acidification, experiments suggest
that it is a factor. 76 Thus, climate change appears to already be affecting California’s
ocean economy, which one study suggests was worth $21.4 billion in direct market
value and provided 400,000 direct jobs in 2000. 77
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California coastal waters are not only experiencing a change in chemistry; they are also
rising. A 2013 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment report on climate
change in California notes that “sea level is increasing almost everywhere in
California.” 78 While the report cautions that sea level variation is natural, the authors
indicate that climate change may accelerate the rate of change as glaciers and polar ice
sheets melt. This, in turn, could lead to flooding of coastal urban zones, erosion, and
the loss of infrastructure and natural resources. 79
Moreover, California‘s urban, suburban, and rural areas are highly impacted by wildfires
in ways most of the country does not face, and climate change will increase the
incidence and severity of wildfires and resulting adverse air quality and economic
impacts. Using CalFire research, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment shows in their 2013 report that California’s fire season is arriving earlier
and ending later, in tandem with warmer temperatures, reduced snowpack, and other
climate change indicators. 80 Researchers sponsored by Cal/EPA and the California
Energy Commission suggest that fire risk will increase until about the middle of this
century, when dry conditions in Southern California will reduce the amount of fuel
available for large wildfires. At that point, the risk will be reduced in drought regions but
will be increased in more northern regions of California, which will become drier but
which will still have sufficient fuel for wildfires. 81 The Bureau of Land Management
estimated the cost of one wildfire in the Santa Ana watershed at $1.2 billion, not
including adverse health effects, destroyed ecosystem services, lost recreational
opportunities, and the loss of natural heritage. 82 An increased number of large fires
would thus mean a cost of many billions of dollars to the people of California.
According to President Obama’s Climate Action Plan, emissions associated with forest
loss, agricultural expansion, and other land-use change account for one third of global
carbon dioxide output. 83 The federal government, through the U.S. Agency for
International Development and initiatives such as the Tropical Forest Alliance 2020, is
partnering with countries to reduce emissions from land-use change, including forestry,
and to create new models for rural development. 84
Addressing deforestation means tackling a major cause of climate change on a global
scale and helping mitigate the specific risks to California. Jurisdictional REDD offset
credits represent an important incentive to assist jurisdictions in the implementation of
best-practice forest management and social safeguard policies to conserve tropical
forests. Moreover, and as will be described below, because they are low cost, such
offset credits would also offer significant cost containment opportunities for regulated
parties within California. 85
b. Cost-Effectiveness for Covered Entities
AB 32 requires that ARB adopt regulations which achieve “the maximum technologically
feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions.” Jurisdictional, sectorbased REDD offset credits meet this mandate by reducing emissions at low cost. In
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fact, researchers have estimated that through 2020, the per ton cost of forest emission
reductions like REDD would be about one-half the cost of projected carbon prices from
carbon projects in developed countries. 86 These cost-estimates include accounting for
opportunity costs, implementation costs, and transaction costs. 87 The low cost of
sector-based REDD offset credits stems from the low opportunity cost of reduced
deforestation; there is a relatively modest return on land use and forest products in
tropical regions. 88 Being low-cost does not imply low-quality emission reductions
however. Any jurisdictional REDD programs that California would engage with would
require rigorous measurement, monitoring, reporting, and verification systems to ensure
that sector-based REDD offset credits represent real emission reductions and that they
meet the offset criteria of AB 32. 89 The AB 32 criteria are discussed in further detail in
Section VI of this white paper.
The emission reductions associated with REDD programs are not only cost-effective
compared to other options for abating emissions 90 because of the low opportunity costs,
but also because of the flexibility it would give covered entities in the Cap-and-Trade
Program. California’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation only allows sector-based offset credits
to represent half of any entity’s 8 percent offset usage limit in the third compliance
period. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95854, subd. (c).) Nonetheless, a broader
compliance instrument market provides more options for lower cost compliance
instruments for California’s covered entities. More options mean that covered entities
have more emissions reduction opportunities, allowing them to determine the least-cost
compliance methods. Additionally, more compliance instrument types may increase
market liquidity, as trading for allowances and offsets would increase due to the price
difference. Liquidity also lowers transaction costs as buyers and sellers can find each
other more easily. Thus, the availability of stringent sector-based REDD offset credits
would increase the functioning of the market component of the Cap-and-Trade
Program, reinforcing the other cost benefits of such offsets.
c. Leadership
The environmental leadership role for California is well-recognized in academia, where
the term “the California effect” is used to refer to jurisdictions whose rigorous
environmental regulations and economic influence results in strengthened
environmental standards within economically integrated jurisdictions, such as other
states or nations. 91 Whether accepting sector-based REDD offset credits would result
in a “California effect” or not, it would demonstrate continued leadership in climate
change policy by creating a further incentive to overcome the economic barriers of
existing drivers of deforestation, as explained in Section III above. AB 32, which
recognizes California’s leadership role (see Health & Saf. Code, § 38501), heralded a
new effort on the part of California to combat climate change. Allowing sector-based
REDD offset credits from an approved jurisdictional REDD program that meets the
rigorous requirements of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program into the program would
complement this leadership position. By carefully enacting these policies, California
could set a high-standard precedent which other jurisdictions may follow as they pursue
climate change policies of their own.
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This leadership position would also allow California to help build a model for lowemission development that benefits communities. As described in Section II, if enacted,
California’s REDD policy would consist of a jurisdictional, sector-based approach,
meaning that the entire jurisdiction’s deforestation rate would come down, rather than
the rate on just one plot of land. As will be further discussed in paragraph d. below, and
in Section V, this method could help engender changes in the development model of the
jurisdiction; instead of relying on inefficient resource extraction to develop, local
communities would benefit from a knowledge transfer and other incentives allowing
them to produce more from already cleared or degraded land. This represents one of
the win-win aspects of REDD: the program improves the lives of rural communities by
incentivizing improved forest management, while offering low-cost emission reductions
to regulated parties. By reducing their rates of deforestation, jurisdictions in countries
such as Mexico and Brazil will be actively mitigating one of the main sources of carbon
emissions in the world 92 and improving management of one of the world’s most
important carbon sinks. 93 Working with a jurisdictional REDD program to accept sectorbased REDD offset credits would demonstrate California’s ongoing commitment to
engage with other governments in addressing climate change. 94
d. Additional Co-benefits
The monetary value of carbon sequestration is an important element to considering
jurisdictional REDD programs. The value of sector-based REDD offset credits does not
necessarily include externalities, however. A number of positive externalities, or cobenefits, can result from jurisdictional REDD programs.
While jurisdictional REDD programs would only credit for the programs’ carbon value,
co-benefits associated with avoided deforestation and improved forest management
include biodiversity preservation, watershed management, cultural heritage and local
livelihood benefits, and maintaining the conventional and beneficial albedo. Some have
called for co-benefit values to be monetized as well, which would consist of “stacked” or
“bundled” payments for various ecosystem services. 95 Accounting for all ecosystem
services would increase the value that forest-dwelling communities realize from
conserving tropical forests, and thereby increase their incentive to do so. While
“stacking” and “bundling” are not included in the jurisdictional REDD policy
contemplated by the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, the potential for these multiple,
important co-benefits further underscores the importance of tropical forests to local and
global populations.
One of the most valuable co-benefits is biodiversity preservation. Tropical forests
harbor a vast array of species. One study found that a REDD mechanism and the
resulting financial incentives could dwarf the effect of all conservation spending
worldwide, resulting in far fewer extinctions of forest-dwelling species. 96 Maintaining
this biodiversity is important for several reasons. First, one non-marketed resource
provided by biodiversity is ecosystem resiliency. By eliminating species, we increase an
ecosystem’s dependence on certain organisms and increase its susceptibility to
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disturbances. If drought or disease or other factors affect the remaining organisms, an
ecosystem has less ability to adapt (or respond or recover) because there are fewer
substitute organisms, and the severity of any impacts on the ecosystem are higher with
lower species diversity. 97 Such a scenario could lead to what is sometimes called
“ecosystem collapse.”98
Second, in addition to their importance for the ecological functioning of tropical
ecosystems, many species may also have value for medical research. The genetic
value of biodiversity represents a kind of bank of evolution, in which millions of years of
mutations are stored. Destroying the genes in this bank would deprive us of potentially
valuable genetic information. 99 Jurisdictional REDD programs may help conserve these
values as a byproduct of carbon sequestration.
Besides maintaining biodiversity, REDD provides tremendous co-benefits to local
ecosystem services. Forests play an important role in watershed management, for
example, helping to regulate flooding and drought. This can have important effects on
downstream human populations, who may depend on the watershed management
services. Indeed, hydrological services are “among the most valuable of the many
ecosystem services from forests” because water is so important to human
populations. 100
Valuable insights into livelihood impacts of avoided deforestation can be drawn from
existing avoided deforestation and payment for ecosystem services projects, including
some REDD projects. 101 Apart from job creation, 102 specific local livelihood impacts of
avoided deforestation projects can include sustained economic development and
additional sources of income through payments for conservation. 103 Though livelihood
impacts depend on the management scheme, studies show that programs similar to
REDD provide “tangible livelihood benefits” that outweigh the opportunity cost of
conducting resource extractive activities on the protected land. 104 Intangible benefits
are also generated, including the preservation of cultural identity. Forest-dependent
communities rely on primary forests for traditional foods, products, and as their
ancestral land. Thus, protecting these forests also means protecting forest-dependent
cultures. 105
Deforestation also affects climate change beyond the obvious carbon it causes to be
emitted. For example, reduced forest cover in tropical regions may also create a
negative feedback loop to climate change because of the albedo factor. The term
“albedo” refers to the amount of radiative heat reflected back into the atmosphere from
a surface. A higher albedo means more radiative heat is reflected back into the
atmosphere, thus causing more warming of the atmosphere. Deforested surfaces have
been shown to have a higher albedo than forested surfaces and thus reflect more
radiative heat into the atmosphere that is trapped by GHGs and contributes to global
warming. In contrast, reduced deforestation results in a lower albedo. In addition,
forest cover, particularly in tropical regions, also leads to cloud formation, and clouds
reflect more sunlight because of their white color, thereby reducing the warming
associated with solar radiation on tropical forests. The reflection of direct sunlight by
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clouds results in less heating of the surface and subsequently, less radiative heat
emitted back to the atmosphere. These clouds also result in precipitation, which allows
the humid conditions necessary for tropical forests to thrive. Deforestation can reverse
these effects, causing fewer clouds to form. This effect also reduces precipitation and
can lead to a more savannah-like vegetation cover. Thus, reducing deforestation and
forest degradation in tropical forests not only mitigates climate change through carbon
sequestration, but also through the feedback effects of reduced albedo and increased
cloud cover. 106
Finally, a jurisdictional REDD program, given its scope and focus on robust monitoring,
reporting, and verification at the jurisdiction scale, could also provide useful insights into
mechanisms to enhance sustainable supply chain efforts, including with respect to
certain types of commodities that have historically relied on increasing deforestation
(e.g., soy, cattle, palm oil, pulp and paper). 107 The jurisdictional framework to forest
management and low emissions development is already proving useful for commodity
companies seeking to eliminate deforestation from their supply chains and source
materials and products in a more sustainable way. 108 Continuing to explore
jurisdictional REDD programs may also provide useful lessons for increased
sustainability measures in other California initiatives.

V.

What has California done to date on REDD?

This section of the white paper summarizes the activities California has already
undertaken regarding REDD, including through the AB 32 Scoping Plan and the First
Update to the Scoping Plan, the development of the Cap-and-Trade Program, and in
interactions with other jurisdictions.
a. Scoping Plan and Update
As part of AB 32, ARB was required to develop and publish a plan that outlines the
approach which California will take to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. (Health &
Saf. Code, § 38561.) This document is called the Climate Change Scoping Plan, which
was first published in 2008. 109 Among other things, the initial Scoping Plan recognized
that mechanisms to incentivize forest carbon activities around the world will be crucial to
address climate change. 110 AB 32 also requires ARB to update the Scoping Plan at
least once every five years. (Id.) The first update to the Scoping Plan was published in
2014. 111 Like the previous iteration, this document outlines California’s plan to reduce
emissions over the next five years. California’s participation in the Governors’ Climate
and Forests Task Force (GCF) and the release of the REDD Offset Working Group’s
recommendations are highlighted in the Scoping Plan Update. 112 The Plan notes that
by continuing to engage with other jurisdictions on sector-based offsets, California
demonstrates its commitment to climate leadership and innovation.
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b. Actions During Cap-and-Trade Development
Recognizing the need for action on reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation in developing countries as a means to reduce global GHG emissions, ARB
indicated early in the development process of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation that REDD
was an area California was interested in further exploring. For instance, ARB released
a Preliminary Draft Regulation (PDR) in 2009, which included a conceptual framework
for sector-based crediting programs, including REDD. 113 This framework was partially
informed by ARB’s engagement in the GCF, which is described further below.
Following the release of the PDR, ARB held a workshop in July 2010 to solicit public
comments regarding some of the technical considerations first mentioned in the PDR,
including reporting and verification, baselines, and sector performance targets. 114
Based on this initial work, ARB included a regulatory signal within its Cap-and-Trade
Regulation to demonstrate California’s ongoing commitment to better understanding
REDD. Specifically, the Regulation includes sector-based crediting provisions, which
are found under California Code of Regulations, title 17, sections 95991-95995. Under
these provisions, ARB has the option of approving (through additional rulemaking) a
“sector-based crediting program,” which is defined as “a GHG emissions-reduction
crediting mechanism established by a country, region, or subnational jurisdiction in a
developing country and covering a particular economic sector within that jurisdiction.”
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95802, subd. (a).) The program’s performance would have
to be “based on achievement toward an emissions-reduction target for the particular
sector within the boundary of the jurisdiction.” (Id.) For sector-based crediting, as
opposed to other compliance offset credits, ARB would be considering, through
additional rulemaking, the approval of jurisdiction-wide programs (i.e., at a subnational
level). This jurisdictional approach differs from ARB’s domestic compliance offset
protocols, which are based on setting performance standards that individual projects
must meet. 115
In the development of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, ARB stated in its Staff Report:
Initial Statement of Reasons, that it was proposing to include REDD as the first sector
for consideration because of “the important role that forests play in climate change in
terms of sequestering carbon and, in particular, the role that tropical forests play in
directly affecting the climate.” 116 (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95993, subd. (a).) In
making this decision, ARB staff relied on the IPCC finding that “reduced deforestation
and degradation is the forest mitigation option with the largest and most immediate
carbon stock impact in the short term per hectare and per year globally.” 117 Thus, ARB
found that for “California’s cap-and-trade program, sector-based credits from avoided
deforestation are a potentially promising opportunity for covered entities to reduce
compliance costs while ensuring net reduction of GHG emissions to the atmosphere.”118
However, given the complex scientific, technical, legal, and policy discussions, which
are still ongoing at the international level, ARB has moved forward carefully with the
goal of establishing a REDD model for subnational programs that is of high quality and
replicable. 119
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The sector-based crediting framework within the Cap-and-Trade Regulation would
require any jurisdictional REDD program to fulfill several requirements, including the
need for a sector plan; a transparent system that monitors, reports, verifies, and
provides for enforcement; a transparent system for ensuring sector-level performance; a
public participation and consultation requirement; and the ability to ensure that any
sector-based REDD offset credits meet the six AB 32 criteria mentioned above. 120 (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95994.) Moreover, sector-based offset credits would be subject to
quantitative usage limits such that they could only be used for up to two percent (2%) of
an entity’s compliance obligation in the first two compliance periods, and up to four
percent (4%) in the third. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95995.) It should be noted that
because ARB staff is not proposing any regulatory amendment related to REDD or any
other sector at this time, no sector-based crediting will be eligible in the first or second
compliance periods.
c. ARB’s Consultation with Other Jurisdictions and the Federal
Government
In line with the AB 32 statutory directive to consult with other jurisdictions, and with the
regulatory framework for sector-based crediting programs described above, ARB staff
has been engaging with the U.S. federal government and state and provincial partners
in several different REDD-related initiatives. This engagement has included a continued
assessment of how REDD could be fully included in the Cap-and-Trade Program
through a future rulemaking action.
i. Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force
Since 2008, California has been involved in a collaborative group of states and
provinces called the Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force (GCF). California has
signed several non-binding Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) related to REDD with
other subnational jurisdictions, including separate MOUs between California, Illinois,
and Wisconsin of the United States on the one hand, and the Indonesian States of Aceh
and Papua, and the Brazilian States of Acre, Amapá, Mato Grosso, and Pará on the
other. 121 These MOUs were structured to promote cooperation between the
jurisdictions and to focus on information, capacity, and knowledge exchange related to
REDD, specifically, and the forest sector, generally.
As it stands currently, the GCF is comprised of 29 different subnational jurisdictions,
including states and provinces from Brazil, Indonesia, Ivory Coast, Mexico, Nigeria,
Peru, Spain, and the U.S. 122 These jurisdictions are included in the GCF because
collectively, they are home to over 25 percent of the world’s tropical forests, and
reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in any one of these
jurisdictions will result in significant climate benefits, as described in Section IV
above. 123 In addition, each jurisdiction has enacted or is in the process of enacting
specific legal structures to improve the management of its forests, as they relate to
climate change, and has agreed to share information about its experience with the
broader GCF group. For instance, the Indonesian provinces are implementing a federal
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moratorium on the logging of primary forests. 124 In Brazil, the states of Acre,
Amazonas, and Mato Grosso are developing broader statutes for low emissions
development and ecosystem services, including those related to REDD. 125 All of the
GCF jurisdictions are working with communities living in and around the forests to
assess the status of the forests and the needs of the communities. 126
Topics which have been discussed and considered by the GCF members include the
following technical considerations:
• How jurisdictions set jurisdiction-wide reference levels (i.e., forest carbon stock
baselines);
• Different mechanisms for determining crediting baselines;
• Assessing tools for the accounting of carbon stocks and emission reductions
through monitoring, measuring, reporting, and third-party verification;
• Different mechanisms for tracking those stocks and reductions over time,
including how to demonstrate that a reversal in emissions reduction or
sequestration progress has occurred;
• Options for accounting for such reversals;
• How local community and environmental co-benefits can be ensured;
• How jurisdictions can ensure the reductions are permanent and enforceable; and
• Gaining a better understanding of each jurisdiction’s legal structure and how it fits
within the broader national legal system for each jurisdiction. 127
These topics are similar to those considered under ARB’s domestic U.S. Forest Projects
Compliance Offset Protocol, as well as in ARB’s early development of the Cap-andTrade Regulation and in discussions occurring pursuant to the UNFCCC as described in
Section III of this white paper. Lessons learned through these discussions will likely
also provide useful information for collaborative efforts beyond the REDD context.
Pursuant to the GCF MOUs, a Secretariat was approved to help facilitate annual
meetings, commission studies, and work with funding sources to support these efforts.
The GCF Secretariat is incorporated as a 501(c)(3) non-profit entity and has received
funding from the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation, Climateworks, and the David and
Lucile Packard Foundation, as well as grants from the U.S. Department of State. 128 As
stated above, the goals of the GCF are to share experiences and best practices, build
capacity, and develop recommendations for ways to integrate REDD and other forest
carbon activities into emerging greenhouse gas compliance systems. The GCF annual
meetings provide important opportunities for exchanges between California and the
GCF’s tropical forest members, who are building jurisdiction-level REDD and low
emission sustainable development programs and developing ways to link these
programs with emerging greenhouse gas compliance systems and other market and
non-market opportunities around the world. California, through the California
Environmental Protection Agency and ARB, has participated in every annual meeting of
the GCF since its inception.
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California’s engagement with the GCF has also included joining the Rio Branco
Declaration, which is a GCF-initiated declaration developed in Rio Branco, Acre at the
2014 GCF Annual Meeting to signal a commitment by signatories to help achieve an 80
percent reduction in tropical deforestation if sufficient financial assistance is made
available. 129 ARB’s Chair Mary Nichols signed the Declaration on behalf of California
on April 1, 2015. 130 Preliminary research indicates an enormous potential for emission
reductions if the Rio Branco Declaration were to be fully implemented. 131 ARB also
participated in the 2015 GCF Annual Meeting in Barcelona, which saw increased
participation of indigenous peoples organizations as well as a nearly $25 million
contribution from the Government of Norway to the Governors’ Climate and Forests
Fund. 132 This fund is designed to assist GCF member jurisdictions access international
climate financing to support the implementation of the Rio Branco Declaration. 133
ii. REDD Offset Working Group
In addition to the GCF, California was involved in a smaller collaborative group called
the REDD Offset Working Group. This group arose out of a 2010 MOU on
Environmental Cooperation between the State of Acre of the Federative Republic of
Brazil, the State of Chiapas of the United Mexican States, and the State of California. 134
Like California, Acre and Chiapas are members of the GCF, and they have been
implementing innovative strategies to address climate change. As previously
mentioned, Acre has begun implementing a program which incentivizes environmental
protection and reduced emissions through financial and other incentives for ecosystem
services. Chiapas continues to work to implement its climate change action program,
and develop regulations to implement a 2010 Law for Climate Change Adaptation and
Mitigation, which includes important REDD-related efforts and other elements for the
state’s climate strategy. 135 Chiapas remains committed to jurisdictional REDD and to
further develop an overall REDD strategy which incorporates broader social
participation in the planning and execution of such a strategy. 136
The focus of the REDD Offset Working Group was to develop cooperation and “state to
state sectoral REDD linkage recommendations,” taking into account “the legal, technical
and economic considerations in developing [REDD] sector-based credits.” 137 The
REDD Offset Working Group, in which California, Chiapas, and Acre participated as
observers, was made up of technical experts on topics ranging from aerial mapping to
on-the-ground forest management and from local community engagement to market
design. These experts worked for nearly two years on developing a set of
recommendations to present to ARB and its counterparts in Chiapas and Acre regarding
how the states could integregrate REDD into their climate programs. The final
recommmendations were submitted to ARB on July 18, 2013. Those recommendations
are analyzed in Section VI of this white paper and are included as Appendix A. It is
important to note that the focus of the REDD Offset Working Group was narrower than
that of the GCF, because it assessed the technical design and implementation nuances
of the programs in Acre, California, and Chiapas.
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Through the REDD Offset Working Group, ARB gained insight into the REDD initiatives
being developed in Acre and Chiapas, and California was able to enhance its
relationship with both of these jurisdictions. Each jurisdiction has a better
understanding of how regulations are drafted and adopted in the other jurisdictions, as
well as the public process and length of time it takes to approve a regulation.
One significant example of information which ARB learned through observing the REDD
Offset Working Group relates to advancements in REDD accounting – highly advanced
Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) and Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) mapping. 138
These mapping tools, in conjunction with on-the-ground field inventory plots and
satellite imagery, are crucial to developing baseline maps and periodically-updated
carbon stock maps for entire jurisdictions. These tools may help improve accuracy in
monitoring, measuring, and verifying forest activities, while decreasing cost for those
jurisdictions. 139 These maps could also be key tools to ensure compliance. Some of
these same technologies are now also being used in California in relation to the ongoing
drought. 140 Sample carbon density maps provided by the Earth Innovation Institute
(formerly Amazon Environmental Research Institute)141 are attached to this white paper.
Appendix B shows jurisdiction-wide carbon density for Acre. Appendix C shows
jurisdiction-wide carbon density for Chiapas.
Through the REDD Offset Working Group, ARB also increased its understanding of
various stakeholder concerns regarding environmental and social standards related to
REDD. Many of those concerns were directed to the technical experts in the
development of the recommendations described further in Section VI of this white
paper.
iii. ARB’s Consultation with the U.S. Federal Government
Throughout its engagement with the GCF and the REDD Offset Working Group, ARB
has coordinated with the U.S. Department of State on issues related to REDD. The
U.S. Department of State has welcomed ARB’s engagement with subnational
jurisdictions on REDD and has helped facilitate discussions with national governments,
including those of Brazil and Mexico, upon request. 142 ARB expects that this
collaboration with the U.S. Department of State will continue. The U.S. Department of
State kept ARB up-to-date on federal positions relating to the UNFCCC REDD+
negotiations and they will continue to coordinate on relevant topics going forward, as
appropriate, to facilitate a shared understanding of relevant technical and policy issues
related to REDD.
ARB has also had more limited discussions with representatives from the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID) regarding REDD+ initiatives undertaken
by USAID. Based on these interactions, ARB believes that the ongoing consultations
with the U.S. Department of State and USAID will continue to be mutually beneficial to
both California and the U.S. federal government.
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iv. Other Efforts
California and Mexico committed to working together on climate change and other
environmental issues last year, when Governor Brown and Mexican officials signed a
Memorandum of Understanding to Enhance Cooperation on Climate Change and the
Environment. 143 This agreement catalyzed a series of meetings about how California
and Mexico can cooperate to reduce emissions. Working groups composed of Mexican
and Californian representatives now have regular calls to exchange information on
efforts related to greenhouse gas inventories, carbon pricing, clean vehicles, wildfires,
and air quality. Within the climate change workgroup, one of the stated goals is to
collaborate on REDD, “with a view to incentivizing forest carbon approaches.” 144
While working with Mexico remains a priority, California has also developed
relationships with other countries and subnational jurisdictions around the world. The
governments of Peru and California agreed, in the context of a Memorandum of
Understanding, to cooperate to address climate change. 145 The country of Norway has
engaged with California regarding Norway’s experience in the deforestation arena. In
addition, in a broad statement of support for including forests as a tool for addressing
climate change, 130 governments and other groups, including California and many
fellow GCF members, signed the United Nation’s New York Declaration on Forests last
year. 146
Many of ARB’s efforts described in this white paper were also discussed in an
informational update to the Board on ARB’s overall offsets program during the July 24,
2014 Board hearing. A copy of the presentation provided to the Board is available here:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/board/books/2014/072414/14-6-6pres.pdf.
d. California Universities Research on REDD
In addition to California state government engagement on REDD, many California
universities are also studying various aspects of forest conservation, financing
mechanisms, and REDD programs. The following is a representative, but nonexhaustive, list of several programs underway at various universities:
•

Stanford University. The Carnegie Institution for Science’s Department of Global
Ecology, located on the campus of Stanford University, has been developing
cutting edge monitoring techniques to measure and map tropical deforestation
and forest degradation across entire jurisdictions, including through the Carnegie
Airborne Laboratory’s laser-guided imaging spectroscopy. The Institution also
now offers a free online course to “assist governments, nongovernmental
organizations, and academic institutions with high-resolution mapping and
monitoring of forests with satellite imagery.” 147

•

UC Santa Barbara. The Bren School of Environmental Science & Management
at UC Santa Barbara completed a project analyzing U.S.-based funding streams
of REDD+ projects in developing countries. The project concluded that REDD+

White Paper

21

October 19, 2015

California Air Resources Board
can “address drivers of deforestation by integration of finance with food security
aid,” that the U.S. should increase funding for capacity development and carbon
monitoring and mapping, and that “U.S. government agencies reporting on
REDD+ expenditures should increase transparency by reporting about finance
and impacts more clearly and in greater detail.” 148
•

UCLA. The Center for Tropical Research at UCLA is partnering with
Cameroonian universities to develop a REDD project to improve forest
management and provide financing to help protect the Dja Reserve in Cameroon,
thereby protecting gorillas, chimpanzees, forest elephants, and other endangered
species in Central Africa. 149 Legal researchers from UCLA Law School’s Emmett
Institute on Climate Change and the Environment also prepared a report on
behalf of the Center for Global Development entitled The California REDD+
Experience: The Ongoing Political History of California’s Initiative to Include
Jurisdictional REDD+ Offsets within its Cap-and-Trade System. 150 The report
reviews the history of California’s engagement on REDD and highlights
challenges and opportunities to including sector-based, jurisdictional REDD in
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program.

•

UC San Diego. Partnering with the Tropical Forest Group and the World Wildlife
Fund, UC San Diego is offering a Specialized Certificate in Terrestrial Carbon
Accounting that will help train professionals from around the world who work on
REDD and other climate initiatives. 151

•

UC Davis. Partnering with the U.S. Forest Service’s International Program, UC
Davis hosts an annual International Seminar on Climate Change and Natural
Resources Management, which discusses carbon markets and sector-based
REDD offset credits, among many other topics. 152

Universities outside of California have also been active in studying tropical forests as
they relate to climate change generally, as well as with respect to REDD specifically.
For instance, the GCF Secretariat is based at the University of Colorado Law School. In
addition, Michigan State University’s (MSU) Global Observatory for Ecosystem Services
operates a “Carbon2Markets” program aimed at establishing systems and tools to
support measurement, reporting, and verification for REDD and for carbon
sequestration projects that focus on reforestation and agroforestry. 153 MSU is already
working with the GCF in Indonesia to improve monitoring, reporting, and verification at
the provincial level. 154 Furthermore, the University of Maryland’s Department of
Geographical Sciences has been developing global forest mapping tools in coordination
with the Woods Hole Research Center and the State University of New York’s College
of Environmental Science and Forestry. 155
This academic engagement demonstrates the scientific and policy interest in California
for understanding and developing robust REDD programs, and it also highlights the fact
that California students and faculty are helping lead the way in creating tools and
analyses that are crucial for the implementation of these programs.
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VI.

Overview of REDD Offset Working Group Recommendations

Section V explained that the REDD Offset Working Group arose out of a 2010 MOU
between California, Chiapas, and Acre. The purpose of the REDD Offset Working
Group was to develop recommendations designed to answer the following questions to
help inform the three MOU member states on the design of potential jurisdictional
REDD programs:
1. What legal and institutional mechanisms are required to enable California to
recognize international REDD-based emission offsets for compliance purposes;
2. What are the key policy considerations a sectoral REDD program should address
to achieve the level of performance needed for California to recognize the REDDbased offsets for compliance purposes; and
3. What should be the bases for judging the performance of the states in reducing
carbon removals from forests? 156
After much stakeholder input, deliberation, and research, the REDD Offset Working
Group presented a final set of recommendations to California, Chiapas, and Acre which
attempts to answer these three questions. These recommendations are the result of a
multi-year process involving a group of experts who examined the legal, policy, and
technical elements of jurisdictional, sector-based REDD programs. (The
recommendations focus on broader REDD+ activities, in order to address the same
issues under negotiation in the UNFCCC process described above in Section III; and
therefore refer to this as REDD+, rather than REDD.) The development of these
recommendations began in 2011 with presentations regarding the REDD Offset
Working Group’s activities and goals. Participants then published draft
recommendations in early 2013. Finally, after holding multiple public workshops in
2013, the REDD Offset Working Group incorporated public comments into their
recommendations and produced a final report entitled “California, Acre and Chiapas –
Partnering to Reduce Emissions from Tropical Deforestation: Recommendations to
Conserve Tropical Rainforests, Protect Local Communities and Reduce State-Wide
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” 157
The REDD Offset Working Group recommendations provide a good starting point for
ARB staff’s evaluation of how REDD programs could be integrated into California’s Capand-Trade Program. However, before ARB can proceed toward considering adoption of
a specific jurisdictional REDD program in a formal rulemaking action, ARB will require
further stakeholder engagement and policy development. Starting with this white paper
and the October 28, 2015 workshop, ARB is soliciting input from interested stakeholders
on these recommendations. The overview of these recommendations included below
does not necessarily indicate ARB staff’s concurrence with any specific
recommendation, and should be read in conjunction with ARB staff’s assessment of
where additional work is needed and what proposed next steps would be as outlined in
Sections VII and VIII of this white paper. The final REDD Offset Working Group
recommendations are summarized below.
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a. California Compliance-Grade REDD Program Design Options
i. What credits should California recognize?
One of the first questions in designing a jurisdictional REDD program is: what is being
measured? Which forest carbon emissions shall be counted? How should carbon
uptake from forest growth be accounted for? These questions are complicated by the
diverse carbon pools within tropical forests, such as above-ground biomass (i.e., tree
trunks, etc.) versus below-ground carbon pools (i.e., roots and soil carbon). Whatever
the forest circumstance, the REDD Offset Working Group experts widely agreed that
REDD programs should have the ability to include all measurable and verifiable
emission reductions. 158
The first step towards this greater inclusion is for partner jurisdictions to collect accurate
forest carbon stock data. The experts recommend that California focus initially on only
accepting compliance-grade credits derived from programs designed to reduce
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, rather than also including carbon
stock enhancement (i.e., conservation, sustainable management of forests, and
enhancement of forest carbon stocks activities that make up the “plus” in REDD+). This
approach allows partner jurisdictions to receive credit for reductions from deforestation
and degradation, which are technically simpler to measure, account for, and verify.
While REDD+ would include carbon stock enhancement from practices like
reforestation, the recommendations indicate that starting with REDD+ might be too
complicated at the outset of the program. That said, the experts noted that partner
jurisdictions could at least measure the changes in carbon stock from forest
enhancement so that California would have the option to credit the carbon sequestration
if the methodology is proven to be robust. ARB’s U.S. Forest Projects Compliance
Offset Protocol includes crediting for enhanced carbon sequestration, through
reforestation and improved forest management, and avoided conversion. The REDD
Offset Working Group recommendation to initially focus on reduced emissions is
therefore aligned with an existing project type in the California compliance offset
program.
ii. Additionality
Another fundamental element which is required by AB 32 is that credits used to satisfy a
compliance obligation under the Cap-and-Trade Program must be “additional.” As
such, the REDD Offset Working Group experts recognized that additionality is a
precondition for the creation of sector-based REDD offset credits. This means that a
jurisdictional program must show that real, measurable, and long-term emission
reductions would occur in addition to what would be Business-As-Usual (BAU)
reductions. 159 In other words, the emission reductions must be greater than what would
have happened in the absence of a REDD program. To understand the BAU scenario,
the REDD Offset Working Group recommends establishing a reference level
(essentially a sector-wide forest inventory baseline) from the 10-year historic average
emissions due to deforestation. 160 For example, a jurisdiction could have a 10-year
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average of 100 tons of GHG emissions (i.e., carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e)) per
year, making the reference level 100 tons per year. The REDD Offset Working Group
also recommends establishing a crediting baseline below the reference level to ensure
that partner jurisdictions demonstrate their own efforts at reducing emissions. 161 This
might mean, for example, that emissions have to drop below 95 tons per year before
offset credits could be created (meaning crediting would not occur for those first 5 tons
of “own effort,” but could occur for reduced emissions below 95 tons).
Finally, the REDD Offset Working Group allows for the possibility of reference level
adjustments if there is a valid reason, such as a new road being built which could
increase annual emissions. 162 Any such changes to reference levels and their potential
impacts to annual emissions could be addressed through adjustments to the
performance target for the sector. With an accurate reference level and potential
adjustments, the REDD Offset Working Group believes that sector-based REDD offset
credits would meet the additionality test. California already uses a “performance test” to
determine additionality in its approved, domestic Compliance Offset Protocols. The
REDD Offset Working Group recommendation to establish a reference level that is
below historic emissions and then a crediting baseline below the reference level fits
within the existing ARB policy for how to determine additionality. ARB staff notes that
additional work would be needed to set an appropriate crediting baseline relative to the
reference level and that this work might depend on specific jurisdictional circumstances.
iii. Crediting Pathway
Another issue in terms of the architecture of a jurisdictional REDD program is the
crediting pathway. This refers to who issues credits and who receives them. In
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program, offset credits are issued by ARB to offset project
operators or other parties. The REDD Offset Working Group recommends that partner
jurisdictions issue the REDD offset credits, which California could then recognize as
compliance-grade credits. 163 Partner jurisdictions could decide whether individual,
“nested” projects are eligible or whether only jurisdiction scale reductions would be
credited. If these nested projects are credited, the partner jurisdiction would need to
provide specifics as to how the individual project affects the jurisdiction-wide emissions
level. With respect to international sector-based crediting, since ARB is only interested
in jurisdictional programs, ensuring the involvement of a partner jurisdiction aligns well
with the recommendation provided by the REDD Offset Working Group.
iv. Jurisdictional Registry
With credits being issued and received, and bought and sold, a registry is necessary to
keep track of credit ownership. California’s program utilizes the Compliance Instrument
Tracking System Service (CITSS) for this function. The REDD Offset Working Group
recommends that partner jurisdictions maintain their own jurisdiction-specific registry,
especially because they have the authority to validate the data therein. 164 Per the
recommendations, this data should be comprehensive, including REDD policies in the
jurisdiction as well as nested project information. Registries should be compatible with
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national government registries, in case the REDD program expands to the nationallevel. If a third-party is administering the registry, then the partner jurisdiction should set
the rules and procedures for the system. Finally, the REDD Offset Working Group
recommends that California work with the partner jurisdiction to codify these rules and
procedures to ensure the integrity of the registry. 165
b. Risks
i. Leakage
As explained in Section III of this white paper, one of the benefits of a jurisdictional
REDD program is that it reduces the risk of leakage which might occur in a project-only
scenario. Leakage is defined as an increase in emissions outside of the area of
emissions reduction implementation, as a result of that implementation. While the risk
is lower for programs designed at larger geographic scales, one of the challenges with
jurisdictional REDD is the potential for leakage outside of that jurisdiction. This can
occur when a jurisdictional REDD program lowers resource extraction or agricultural
output in that jurisdiction, without slowing demand or increasing production in another
jurisdiction. Market demand may simply shift deforestation to another jurisdiction
without a REDD program, resulting in fewer net emission reductions overall, and
affecting the ability of the program to be considered additional.
To mitigate jurisdictional leakage risk, the REDD Offset Working Group offers three
recommendations. First, lowered emissions from nested projects should be compared
against the jurisdiction’s reference level. As stated previously, a jurisdictional REDD
design offers some protection against leakage because it spreads the risk across a
larger geographic area. Analogous to a diversified investment portfolio, one nested
project may result in leakage and hence fewer net emission reductions, but the
jurisdiction as a whole may still perform well. The second recommendation addresses
interstate or international leakage caused by decreased production of a good for which
demand remains constant, such as wood. To reduce this risk, partner jurisdictions
could increase production of the good on already-harvested land within that jurisdiction.
Continuing with the example of wood products, this could mean implementing a
sustainable forest management program that increases timber yields, while instituting
policies and activities elsewhere to still result in net emission reductions across the
entire jurisdiction. The third recommendation is to accurately measure or estimate
interstate or international leakage and to account for that within the jurisdiction’s
program, ensuring that only real, additional emission reductions are credited. 166 ARB’s
U.S. Forest Projects Compliance Offset Protocol already employs a form of the third
recommendation.
ii. Reversals
Similar to ARB’s U.S. Forest Projects Compliance Offset Protocol, the risk of reversal
represents another potential threat to the integrity of a REDD program. If a fire or landuse change reverses the emission reductions generated by a partner jurisdiction, then
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the emission reductions are no longer real. Much like the intrastate leakage risk, the
jurisdictional REDD design reduces this risk because it diversifies the origin of emission
reductions compared to project-level REDD systems. Besides the fundamental design
of the program, the REDD Offset Working Group recommends that California work with
partner jurisdictions to develop other reversal-risk mitigation mechanisms, such as a
buffer pool or insurance products to compensate for emissions above the reference
level. 167 Per the recommendations, these reversals should be accounted for by partner
jurisdictions. However, the REDD Offset Working Group also recommends that
California not penalize partner jurisdictions for natural disturbances (such as wildfires,
pest infestations, disease, and windstorms) if they would have happened even in the
absence of a REDD program. These natural disturbances would be considered part of
the baseline emissions, rather than an emissions reduction reversal. 168
iii. Double Counting
Double counting of emission reductions can also threaten the integrity of a jurisdictional
REDD program. This would occur if California credited emission reductions from a
partner jurisdiction and the reductions were also credited by another entity within the
same accounting system. One ton of CO2e reduced can only be counted once to be
real. To diminish the possibility of double counting, the REDD Offset Working Group
recommends establishing clear laws regarding who owns REDD emission reductions. 169
Furthermore, if a national REDD program is envisioned, the REDD Offset Working
Group recommends that the national government publicly acknowledge the subnational
program so as to avoid double counting on that front. 170 Finally, the group recommends
that robust accounting frameworks incorporating nested projects be created so as to
differentiate between credits awarded to jurisdiction-level emission reductions and those
awarded to the project-level reductions. 171 ARB staff notes that the California program
employs maximum transparency in the documentation and public accessibility of all
projects that are issued offset credits. Full transparency by any offset program can help
mitigate the risk that a project will be recognized and credited more than once for the
same emission reductions or enhanced carbon storage.
iv. Mitigating Risk through Measurement, Monitoring, Reporting, and
Verification
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program requires the use of stringent measurement,
monitoring, reporting, and verification systems for its offset program and for its GHG
reporting program. These systems help safeguard against reversals and leakage.
These systems essentially represent the auditing of a jurisdiction’s greenhouse gas
emissions and emission reductions from deforestation, allowing them to be credited for
reductions where they are due. However, the content, uncertainty level, and
measurement, monitoring, reporting, and verification standards can affect the legitimacy
of a REDD program and how many emission reductions are real, additional, verifiable,
and quantifiable. To deal with the uncertainty of precisely measuring emission
reductions over a state, the REDD Offset Working Group recommends that California
establish a sliding scale discount by which fewer reductions would be credited as the
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uncertainty level of the measurements increases. 172 The REDD Offset Working Group
also recommends that the measurement, monitoring, reporting, and verification process
should be transparent with an independent third-party verifying the methodology of the
process.
c. Social Safeguards
There is widespread agreement amongst experts that in order to work, REDD programs
must employ robust social safeguards. As the REDD Offset Working Group report
points out, “implementing high-quality safeguards is one of the most cost-effective
investments governments can make in ensuring permanence and additionality of
reductions.” 173 Several issues arise relative to safeguards, including: who develops the
safeguards, how do they develop them, and how are they monitored and enforced?
These questions are especially pertinent for ARB, because California can play a leading
role in the formation of a broader REDD program outside of the California Cap-andTrade Program. The REDD Offset Working Group makes numerous recommendations
regarding how California and partner jurisdictions could work together to protect the
rights of local people and the local environment.
First, the REDD Offset Working Group recommends that California should only accept
REDD credits from and approve a REDD program with partner jurisdictions which have
demonstrated safeguards consistent with United Nations standards and other
standards, such as the REDD+ Social & Environmental Standards (SES). 174
Additionally, the REDD Offset Working Group recommends that California should
ensure that the safeguards are monitored and the reporting mechanisms are
transparent to stakeholders in all jurisdictions. The REDD Offset Working Group
recommends that partner jurisdictions define their own performance indicators by
applying the REDD+ SES. 175 This includes robust consultation and inclusion of local
communities in the design of a REDD program before implementation of the REDD
program. The REDD Offset Working Group further recommends that grievance
mechanisms should be available, accessible, and transparent to stakeholders, and that
partner jurisdictions submit third-party verified reports about the safeguards and
grievances before any credits are issued. 176 Non-compliance with the safeguard
provisions should prompt a suspension of the REDD program approval. Finally, the
REDD Offset Working Group recommends that all nested projects within a jurisdictional
program (if any) be similarly independently verified using best-practice social and
environmental standards like the Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards
(CCBS). 177
d. Legal Framework
In order for sector-based REDD offset credits to be accepted into California’s Cap-andTrade Program, the jurisdiction originating the credits must be approved by ARB
pursuant to section 95991 of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation. Under California
Government Code section 12894, this type of approval would constitute a “linking” of
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program with the jurisdictional REDD program. “Linking”
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means an action taken by ARB by which emission reductions from another jurisdiction
will be accepted as compliance instruments in California’s Cap-and-Trade Program. 178
Linking two subnational jurisdictions’ climate policies would follow the precedent of
California linking with Québec’s program, which took place in 2013. California’s and
Québec’s linkage will therefore serve as an example to further linking.
However, before such linkage could occur, Government Code section 12894 sets forth
several steps which must be met. Essentially, the Governor of California must make a
series of findings which ensure that California and the subnational jurisdiction have
sufficiently aligned their programs if they wish to link. These steps are further outlined
in Section VII of this white paper. The REDD Offset Working Group has also
recommended that California and a partner jurisdiction sign a non-binding MOU. 179
This MOU could recognize that the partner jurisdiction’s REDD program meets
California regulatory requirements for sector-based offset credits. Alternatively, the
REDD Offset Working Group suggests the possibility of indirect linkage through a thirdparty, such as the Verified Carbon Standard or the Climate Action Reserve.
California law further provides that partner jurisdictions must have enforcement
capability of relevant laws. In the context of REDD, this could be a critical issue as it
relates to the invalidation of credits that fail to meet program requirements. The REDD
Offset Working Group recommends that partner jurisdictions follow Acre’s example of
developing a public-private partnership within the jurisdiction which can spread risk
through an insurance or buffer mechanism. 180 This will enhance enforceability of
liability in case of a reversal by ensuring that a mechanism exists to replace any sectorbased REDD offset credit found to be invalid or which has suffered from a reversal. The
REDD Offset Working Group also recognizes that California always has the ability to
enforce the requirements offset credits must meet through the buyer liability provisions
already in place for its domestic offset program and recommends that California use
these provisions in the context of sector-based REDD offset credits as well. 181
Additionally, the REDD Offset Working Group recommends that third-party verifiers be
employed to ensure that requirements, such as social safeguards, are being met. 182
Furthermore, land rights are a fundamental and sensitive issue in any REDD program.
The REDD Offset Working Group recommends that extreme care be taken with respect
to this issue so as to prevent land grabbing or exclusion of local people. 183 California
can aid these efforts by choosing to link only with jurisdictions that have strict social
safeguard systems in place. Such safeguards can include tying emission reductions to
land rights, so that those who have legal or customary title to the land where emission
reductions take place receive the benefits of the sector-based REDD offset credits. In a
related recommendation, the REDD Offset Working Group holds that the intent for the
sharing of the revenue from sector-based REDD offset credits should be clarified in the
partner jurisdiction’s regulations. 184 Again, the REDD Offset Working Group
recommends that third-party verifiers audit partner jurisdictions to confirm that these
measures are in place. Finally, partner jurisdictions should clarify that liability of the
REDD program remains with them and not California. The full REDD Offset Working
Group recommendations are attached to this white paper as Appendix A.
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VII.

Additional Work Required

Although the REDD Offset Working Group recommendations, as well as ARB’s ongoing
engagement with jurisdictions in the GCF and with the U.S. Department of State, have
greatly increased ARB’s understanding of jurisdictional REDD as an option for potential
future inclusion in the Cap-and-Trade Program, ARB staff believes that additional work
will be required before such inclusion could be proposed as a regulatory action for
Board consideration. This section describes the legal requirements that would need to
be met for REDD to be included, as well as further technical work and resource
requirements which will be undertaken to advance ARB staff’s work on this important
topic.
a. Legal Requirements
i.

AB 32 Offset Criteria

As previously mentioned, AB 32 requires that offsets be “real, permanent, quantifiable,
verifiable, and enforceable by the State Board.” 185 Any reduction in emissions achieved
by offsets must also be additional186 and must, if applicable, occur over the same time
period and be equivalent in amount to any direct emission reduction required pursuant
to AB 32. 187 Section 95802(a) of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation also lays out definitions
of the above six criteria required of any emission reduction program under AB 32.
1. Ensuring “Real” Emission Reductions from a Jurisdictional
REDD Program
In the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, “real,” in the context of offset projects, means that
GHG reductions or GHG enhancements result from a demonstrable action or set
of actions, and are quantified using appropriate, accurate, and conservative
methodologies that account for all GHG emissions sources, GHG sinks, and
GHG reservoirs within the offset project boundary and account for uncertainty
and the potential for activity-shifting leakage and market-shifting leakage. (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95802(a).)
In the context of jurisdictional REDD, three main issues are raised by this definition:
reference levels; monitoring, reporting, and verification; and leakage. The REDD Offset
Working Group recommendations, as well as international guidance on jurisdictional
REDD, address each one of them.
Ensuring that GHG emission reductions are “real” requires jurisdictions involved to
develop reference levels. Reference levels are analogous to the baseline for the Capand-Trade Regulation, in that they establish a business-as-usual emissions forecast
against which changing GHG emission reductions can be measured. The importance of
accurate reference levels cannot be understated, as it benchmarks not only the
emission reductions, but also payments for a REDD mechanism. 188 Three challenges
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to establishing an accurate reference level have been identified in the literature: 1)
getting reliable historical deforestation data; 2) uncertainty about variation in future
deforestation levels; and 3) incentives to artificially raise the baseline in order to
increase perceived emission reductions, and thus offset credits. 189 The REDD Offset
Working Group and other researchers have developed guidance on how to establish a
reference level for a REDD program based on historical data and deforestation
drivers. 190 As part of its regulation provisions, ARB would need to define how to set
reference levels. In addition, prior to any linkage with a REDD jurisdiction, ARB would
need to evaluate the reference levels for conformity with established best practices.
In addition to an accurate baseline, “real” GHG emission reductions depend upon
proper reporting, which requires effective monitoring, reporting, and verification. 191
Current international guidance on these topics and jurisdiction-wide REDD programs
outline how this can be done. 192 To ensure that only “real” reductions are credited, ARB
would only consider sector-based REDD programs with accurate and well-developed
monitoring, reporting, and verification methods. Though ARB might not define
specifically how jurisdictions should conduct monitoring, reporting, and verification
activities, prior to accepting sector-based REDD offset credits, ARB would need to
define an acceptable error range. 193 As the level of uncertainty increases, ARB could
require a large “margin of safety” by, for example, decreasing the number of sectorbased REDD offset credits that are accepted as compliance-grade. Beyond a certain
level of uncertainty, ARB could decide to no longer recognize credits from that program.
The program in Acre, Brazil appears to be currently capable of monitoring and
measuring emissions from deforestation, enforcing environmental laws, and
implementing incentive programs for sustainable development, which the Environmental
Defense Fund found “puts [Acre] well ahead of the curve in terms of REDD
readiness.” 194
Ensuring “real” reductions also requires that leakage be mitigated. As described in
Section IV above, leakage refers to the possibility that any GHG emission reductions
achieved by REDD program activities could be undermined by movement of GHG
emissions to locations outside the project or jurisdictional boundaries. Leakage is most
likely to happen “when the scale of intervention is smaller than the scale of the
problem.” 195 ARB, in further specifying regulatory standards in the Cap-and-Trade
Regulation, could set eligibility standards for partner jurisdictions in the way they
approach leakage. For instance, ARB could insist that jurisdictions minimize leakage
risk by addressing the underlying drivers of deforestation, as described in Section III
above. 196 Similarly, ARB could set eligibility standards for agricultural production to
increase on already cleared land, so as to minimize international leakage risk. 197 As
more developing countries begin to participate in low-emissions development programs,
including REDD, the international leakage risk will likely be reduced, as well. Prior to
approving a jurisdictional, sector-based REDD program and the resulting REDD offset
credits, ARB will have to decide which methods to account for and reduce leakage are
acceptable for compliance-grade offset credits in the Cap-and-Trade Program.
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By ensuring robust reference levels are set, utilizing stringent monitoring, reporting, and
verification, and addressing leakage within and, to the extent feasible, outside of the
jurisdiction, sector-based REDD offset credits can meet the “real” requirement of AB 32.
ARB, through the design of its Cap-and-Trade Program and any specific jurisdictional
REDD-related regulatory standards in the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, will coordinate
with jurisdictions in how they address this requirement. As such, additional work will be
needed on what levels of uncertainty risk are acceptable, and how jurisdictions might
mitigate that risk.
2. Ensuring “Permanent” Emission Reductions from a
Jurisdictional REDD Program
AB 32 requires that any emission reductions credited under its implementation be
“permanent.” 198 “Permanent” means, in the context of offset projects,
either that GHG reductions and GHG removal enhancements are not reversible,
or when GHG reductions and GHG removal enhancements may be reversible,
that mechanisms are in place to replace any reversed GHG emission reductions
and GHG removal enhancements to ensure that all credited reductions endure
for at least 100 years. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95802(a).)
REDD activities may raise some permanence concerns due to risks associated with the
lack of broad policies that address deforestation factors in developing countries, as well
as natural risks associated with forests and the difficulty of controlling carbon storage
and natural events. 199 Permanence risks may be addressed in a variety of ways.
Potential solutions identified by the REDD Offset Working Group include mechanisms
for compensating or managing such reversals. 200 One mechanism “could include
banking a portion of the emission reductions achieved…within an insurance buffer,” 201
similar to the existing buffer account employed for unintentional reversals under ARB’s
U.S. Forest Projects Compliance Offset Protocol. With an insurance buffer, reversals of
emission reductions could be replaced by offset credits from this pool. Other insurance
products include contracts to provide the insured with payment in the event of loss, such
as the Overseas Private Investment Corporation’s $900,000 political risk insurance
coverage for a REDD project in Cambodia. 202
Emissions from natural disturbances are unpredictable, but may be managed. The
REDD Offset Working Group has identified options to manage permanence concerns
related to natural disturbances. One option is to “zero out” these emissions by adjusting
the jurisdictional baseline or reference level; a second option is to compensate for them
using buffer credits (or some other insurance mechanism). 203 Partner jurisdictions
could choose to develop their own mechanisms, or may rely upon an established thirdparty mechanism to guarantee compensation in the event of an emission reduction
reversal. 204 Either way, ARB would need to establish regulatory criteria to “assess the
eligibility of any proposed reversal monitoring and compensation mechanism” 205 to
ensure that any credits from an approved sector-based REDD program meet the
permanence requirement.
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3. Ensuring “Quantifiable” Emission Reductions from a
Jurisdictional REDD Program
AB 32 requires that any emission reductions credited under its implementation be
“quantifiable.”206 The Cap-and-Trade Regulation states that “quantifiable” means
in the context of offset projects, the ability to accurately measure and
calculate GHG reductions or GHG removal enhancements relative to a
project baseline in a reliable and replicable manner for all GHG emission
sources, GHG sinks, or GHG reservoirs included within the offset project
boundary, while accounting for uncertainty and activity-shifting leakage and
market-shifting leakage. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95802(a).)
The same methods described to ensure that credits are “real” help demonstrate that
credits are “quantifiable.” For instance, the quantification problem requires an accurate,
reliable baseline and periodic review of the accuracy of emission reductions relative to
that baseline, while accounting for any leakage that may have occurred. The accuracy
of this process depends upon a number of factors, such as which method is used to
measure emission reductions and the acceptable uncertainty risk. REDD jurisdictions
must set accurate reference levels or baselines (see discussion above). In addition,
periodic review of these statistics must occur in order to ensure the accuracy of
reporting data. Finally, any leakage must be reduced or reported and accounted for.
Jurisdiction-level reference levels may also better account for uncertainty, especially
when developed through transparent public processes. Jurisdiction reference levels
cover a greater geographical area than individual projects, thereby reducing the
likelihood of uncertainties by distributing the risks. Greater access to resources further
reduces the risk of uncertainty. Jurisdiction-level approaches may also encourage
broader policy changes than can project-level approaches, which can lead to more
accurate reporting.
While jurisdictional programs may allow for a more sophisticated way to account for
emission reductions, they often include nested projects, which can complicate how
reductions are quantified. For illustrative purposes, assume an example where a
nested project is able to demonstrate it has reduced emissions from deforestation and
degradation within the project’s boundaries, but the jurisdiction is not be able to make
that demonstration as a whole throughout the jurisdiction’s boundaries. The question
then becomes: How would the project’s quantified reductions be credited, if at all?
Without definitively answering that question, ARB could require that partner jurisdictions
explain how nested projects would be integrated into the jurisdiction-wide program, and
how sector-based offsets credits would be apportioned.
Prior to linking with a jurisdiction-wide sector-based REDD program, ARB would need to
assess the quantification of emission reductions, including any harmonization needed
for nested projects, in that program. Much like evaluating other aspects of REDD
reductions, such as whether they are “real,” this may mean examining the other
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jurisdiction’s methodology to ensure that it meets California’s standard. ARB, through
the design of the Cap-and-Trade Program, would have final say on which REDD
programs were approved and which sector-based REDD offset credits would be
accepted into California’s system.
4. Ensuring “Verifiable” Emission Reductions from a Jurisdictional
REDD Program
AB 32 requires that any emission reductions credited be “verifiable.”207 The Cap-andTrade Regulation, under section 95802(a), states that “[v]erifiable means that an Offset
Project Data Report assertion is well documented and transparent such that it lends
itself to an objective review by an accredited verification body.” Verifiable information is
necessary to ensure that data being reported is accurate, so that credits issued are for
real emission reductions. The verifiability of data reported under a jurisdiction-wide
REDD program would be governed by sector-wide terms to which the program
conforms. These terms would define how many levels of surety or review are required.
For instance, emissions could be verified from satellite images, or other remote-sensing
technology, as well as on-the-ground reporting, by independent verifiers, or by the
subnational or national government. The terms might insist that this data be
triangulated through multiple data sets and metrics. ARB would define the verification
terms prior to linking with any REDD program. Regardless of how “verifiability” is
negotiated and defined, it would have to ensure transparency and auditability of any
issued offset credits.
5. Ensuring “Enforceable” Emission Reductions from a
Jurisdictional REDD Program
AB 32 requires that any emission reductions credited be “enforceable.” 208 Under
section 95802(a) of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, “[e]nforceable means the authority
for ARB to hold a particular party liable and to take appropriate action if any of the
provisions of this article are violated.” Under ARB’s domestic offsets program, ARB is
ultimately able to enforce on each and every offset credit through buyer liability
provisions, meaning that any offset credit issued by ARB which is found at a later time
to be invalid, would need to be replaced by the entity that submits the offset credit for
compliance. The REDD Offset Working Group recommended that ARB maintain this
buyer liability concept for any sector-based REDD program it approved under the Capand-Trade Program. 209 In addition, and because California will not have the authority or
ability to enforce laws in a jurisdiction with an approved sector-based REDD program,
ARB would need to partner only with those jurisdictions whose programs and
enforcement abilities it understands, trusts, and can verify. Thus, prior to accepting
sector-based offset credits from a REDD jurisdiction, ARB would have to review and
analyze the jurisdiction’s enforcement abilities to have a clear understanding of the
applicable laws as written and implemented. This process could include reviewing the
law, statutory and (if applicable) case law analysis, and obtaining advice from regional
and international legal experts from California universities, the California Attorney
General’s Office, and elsewhere.
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A precedent for this type of partnership already exists through California’s linkage with
the Cap-and-Trade Program in Québec. In fact, ARB’s Linkage Readiness Report
discussing coordination with Québec on program implementation such as adequate
enforcement, program changes, and comprehensive, collaborative market monitoring
should provide useful guidance for any sector-based REDD program approval. 210 ARB
staff notes, however, that coordination with an approved jurisdictional REDD program
would not require as broad an engagement as has occurred with Québec, given that the
approval would only cover sector-based offset credits, rather than linking to an entire
economy-wide emissions trading system (as with Québec).
6. Ensuring “Additional” Emission Reductions from a Jurisdictional
REDD Program
AB 32 requires that any emission reductions credited under its implementation be
“additional.” 211 The Cap-and-Trade Regulation states that, in the context of offset
credits, “additional” means
greenhouse gas emission reductions or removals that exceed any
greenhouse gas reduction or removals otherwise required by law,
regulation or legally binding mandate, and that exceed any greenhouse
gas reductions or removals that would otherwise occur in a conservative
business-as-usual scenario. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 95802(a).)
Thus, an emission reduction is “additional” if it would not have happened in the absence
of the project or program. In the context of REDD, whether a forest “was or is actually
destined for deforestation” must be assessed. This assessment ties into the reference
level, as discussed above, which accurately plots the business-as-usual emissions rate.
The forest areas, former and present land uses, local, national or regional legislation
governing the respective forest, existing concessions, and relevant title or occupancy of
the land may all need to be assessed before California can link with a REDD
jurisdiction. Although jurisdictions have begun developing sector-based REDD
programs, reductions from these programs are not yet eligible for use in compliance
markets, and may not currently include penalties for failure to meet reduction targets;
however, many of these jurisdictions “do include legally enforceable sanctions against
illegal deforestation and forest degradation, and in the case of Brazil and Acre, have
achieved very substantial emissions reductions while increasing agricultural
production.”212
Jurisdiction-wide and nested REDD programs may also provide extra assurance of the
additionality of any GHG emission reductions. “[A]ggregating emissions provides
greater certainty that reductions achieved are ‘additional,’ as there is greater certainty
over the trend in overall deforestation across a large region versus the likely fate of any
particular piece of forest.” 213 For further analysis on this additionality concept, see the
summary of the REDD Offset Working Group recommendations in Section VI of this
white paper.
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ii.

Formal Rulemaking Action Pursuant to Administrative Procedure Act

Any approval of a sector-based REDD program whose credits could be used for
compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Regulation requires the Board to amend the Capand-Trade Regulation. Amendments to regulations are considered rulemaking
proceedings within the meaning of the California Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 214
and are required to undergo a formal rulemaking process. 215 This process would be the
same as other rulemaking actions to amend the Cap-and-Trade Regulation to date.
And, as with all rulemakings, ARB staff would be required to conduct an environmental
analysis of any amendments to approve a REDD program pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
iii.

Government Code Section 12894 Linkage Requirements

As discussed in Section VI above, if ARB proceeds to consider a specific jurisdiction’s
REDD program for adoption, it would have to be incorporated into California’s Cap-andTrade Program through a formal rulemaking process and through a linking
arrangement. Such an arrangement would likely take the form of a Memorandum of
Understanding or related agreement, as was done with Québec. 216 Such an MOU
creates additional opportunities for California to include provisions that will assure that
any credits issued under the REDD Program meets AB 32’s strict standards.
Before entering into an MOU to link 217 California’s Cap-and-Trade Program with the
program of any other jurisdiction, ARB would be required to submit a proposal to the
Governor for review. 218 The Governor would have to make the following findings within
forty-five days of receiving a notice of such linkage proposal, taking into account any
advice of the Attorney General on the topic pursuant to the law’s requirements:
(1) The jurisdiction with which the state agency proposes to link has
adopted program requirements for greenhouse gas reductions,
including, but not limited to, requirements for offsets, that are
equivalent to or stricter than those required by Division 25.5
(commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.
(2) Under the proposed linkage, the State of California is able to enforce
Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and
Safety Code and related statutes, against any entity subject to
regulation under those statutes, and against any entity located within
the linking jurisdiction to the maximum extent permitted under the
United States and California Constitutions.
(3) The proposed linkage provides for enforcement of applicable laws by
the state agency or by the linking jurisdiction of program requirements
that are equivalent to or stricter than those required by Division 25.5
(commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.
(4) The proposed linkage and any related participation of the State of
California in Western Climate Initiative, Incorporated, shall not impose
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any significant liability on the state or any state agency for any failure
associated with the linkage. 219
The Governor must then submit his findings to the Legislature. 220 These steps would
have to take place before California may link its Cap-and-Trade Program with another
jurisdiction for purposes of issuing credits under a REDD program. This is the same
process as was conducted when California linked its program with Québec. 221
However, whereas California’s linkage with Québec involved a bilateral linkage between
two full emissions trading systems, a REDD program linkage would only involve a oneway transfer of one type of compliance instrument into California’s program (i.e., a
sector-based REDD offset credit from an approved REDD program).
b. Further Stakeholder Engagement
During the rulemaking process to consider the adoption of the Cap-and-Trade
Regulation, stakeholders were engaged in numerous public meetings, workshops, and
Board hearings. 222 As part of this public stakeholder engagement process,
stakeholders provided comments and requested additional information on various areas
of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation, including potential sector-based crediting and the
REDD mechanism. 223 In addition to ARB staff’s responses to stakeholder comments
during the rulemaking, 224 other efforts, including those described in this white paper,
have been underway to address concerns and to help inform the design of robust
REDD programs. 225
The topics raised by stakeholders during the past rulemaking process, ARB staff
responses to formal comments, and items for future stakeholder engagement are
summarized below. As ARB continues to explore the inclusion of jurisdictional, sectorbased REDD offset credits, stakeholder engagement starting at the October 28, 2015
workshop and in future workshops and other pre-regulatory meetings will be critical for
soliciting comments and obtaining feedback on staff proposals and addressing
outstanding concerns. ARB staff will also seek input and advice from ARB’s
Environmental Justice Advisory Committee (EJAC) on the topics and concerns raised
throughout this process.
As noted, some of the areas highlighted by stakeholders were addressed in the REDD
Offset Working Group’s recommendations. To fully explore some of the
recommendations, ARB staff is soliciting input on the following specific areas:
i. Safeguards
During the ARB Cap-and-Trade rulemaking process, the topic of safeguards was raised
by stakeholders and proposed to be embedded in a framework for the design of any
future subnational REDD programs. 226 The inclusion of safeguards limits the likelihood
of unintended outcomes and provides reassurance about the robustness of the REDD
program. The recommendations provided by the REDD Offset Working Group
emphasize the need for safeguards to protect the land and cultural rights of indigenous
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peoples and other forest-dependent communities. These include access to information,
engagement with various members within communities, and other public protections. 227
ARB staff believes that California universities, non-governmental organizations, and
other stakeholders can help contribute to design principles for robust safeguards or
recommend existing standards, as was done by the REDD Offset Working Group in its
recommendations. Furthermore, and similar to the decisions on REDD at COP 19, 228
ARB could require proof that social safeguards, such as those recommended by the
REDD Offset Working Group, are in place for a REDD program being proposed for
inclusion in the Cap-and-Trade Program.
ii. Reversals
As proposed by some stakeholders, the unintentional reversal of carbon benefits from
REDD programs due to fire, pest infestations, disease, or other causes could be
mitigated through an insurance mechanism. This mechanism could include a concept
similar to the already-established ARB Forest Buffer Account, which provides insurance
against reversals of GHG reductions and GHG removal enhancements due to
unintentional causes in U.S. forest offset projects, in addition to continued monitoring
activities of the number of offset credits in the buffer account. 229 Similar to offset
projects already eligible under the California Cap-and-Trade Program, if sector-based
REDD offset credits are deemed to be intentionally reversed, the purchaser of the
offsets could be deemed liable and responsible for compensation through the retirement
of other compliance instruments. This approach would be an example of the application
of the buyer liability provisions already in effect for ARB’s domestic offset program. The
intention of a buyer liability requirement is to protect the environmental integrity of the
program in cases of intentional reversals and to ensure ARB is able to enforce against
such a reversal. 230 ARB would need to establish the parameters regarding intentional
reversals prior to approving a jurisdiction-wide REDD program whose sector-based
REDD offset credits could be used for compliance.
iii. Conflict of Interest
Conflicts of interest may exist when an individual’s or organization’s involvement in an
activity is unduly influenced by an ulterior motive. Parties to offset projects in the Capand-Trade Program and potentially in REDD programs, which can include project
operators, project verification bodies, and others parties, may be subject to conflicts of
interest. These conflicts manifest through falsification of information and incorrect
verification of emission reductions or carbon sequestered. Provisions requiring strict
conflict of interest evaluations and ongoing monitoring for such conflicts are critical to
mitigating the risk of conflicts of interest and to deterring fraudulent and manipulative
behavior in the Cap-and-Trade Program. ARB’s program already includes strict conflict
of interest provisions for the verification of offset projects, including in section 95979 of
the Cap-and-Trade Regulation. For sector-based crediting programs such as REDD,
conflict of interest requirements similar to those in the existing Cap-and-Trade
Regulation for offset verification bodies and offset project developers could be adopted
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by the REDD jurisdiction. The requirements should include methods for monitoring and
enforcing conflict of interest provisions, such as independent third-party verification.
iv. Social Benefits
Some stakeholders have raised concerns about the potential adverse impacts of the
REDD mechanism on the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, including
land-grabbing and displacement of communities, and the risk of any benefits of the
REDD program being realized by government or project developers instead of local
communities. 231 Some of these concerns stem from examples based on projects that
could not meet AB 32 and Cap-and-Trade Program requirements, and would not qualify
under a sector-based REDD program as described in this paper. Moreover, ARB staff
notes that there are many examples of local communities, including indigenous peoples,
who are either interested in exploring or even actively engaged and benefitting from
REDD activities, and believes these examples may demonstrate practices that address
some of the concerns mentioned. 232 Important recent examples of this include actions
by the Mesoamerican Alliance of Peoples and Forests (AMPB), a network of indigenous
groups from Central America which promotes community participation in jurisdictional
REDD programs, and the Coordinator of Indigenous Organizations of the Amazon River
Basin (COICA), which organizes Amazonian indigenous groups across nine countries to
advocate for self-determination at the national and international level. 233 Both of these
groups issued statements of support for the GCF at the 2015 Annual Meeting, 234 and
both have declared their interest in and support of REDD mechanisms that respect the
rights of traditional forest-dwelling people, and have partnered with research and
environmental organizations in assessing GCF member inclusion of rights recognition,
participatory processes, benefits sharing, territorial security, and governance. 235
In its report, the REDD Offset Working Group provided safeguard recommendations,
including basing REDD requirements on existing standards such as those developed by
the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Alliance to ensure local communities share in
the benefits. This is another area where ARB staff believes California universities and
non-governmental organizations could provide expertise and engagement with local
community groups to provide further recommendations on development of regulatory
provisions. The agreement on the inclusion of safeguards at COP 19, as described in
Section III above, ensures that the UNFCCC has continued working on this issue. 236
ARB could evaluate the social benefit approaches suggested by the UNFCCC,
academia, and the REDD Offset Working Group in determining what would be required
for California’s program. ARB is committed to ensuring any potential regulatory
provisions include robust safeguard standards.
v. Offset Concerns
Stakeholder concerns about perceived negative impacts of a REDD program on the
integrity of the environmental objectives of AB 32 include the idea that a REDD program
will diminish the responsibility of polluters to reduce emissions. 237 However, polluters’
obligations to reduce emissions will not be diminished by the potential inclusion of a
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REDD program, and the REDD program would enable greater aggregate emission
reductions by preventing the destruction of carbon sinks. The Cap-and-Trade Program
already includes the use of Board-approved offset credits to meet a limited portion of an
entity’s compliance obligation. As explained previously, sector-based crediting would fit
within that existing limit, not expand it. Another concern raised by stakeholders is that
REDD forest offsets are easy to fabricate and their inclusion in the Cap-and-Trade
Program may jeopardize the environmental integrity of the California program. 238 ARB
staff recognizes the necessity of a rigorous standard to quantify sector-based REDD
offset credits, ensure legitimacy of those credits, and confirm that they meet the offset
criteria of AB 32 and of the Cap-and-Trade Program.
As described throughout this section of the white paper, achieving these objectives will
require continued stakeholder engagement on the topics of reference levels,
additionality, the principle of “own effort,” and robust monitoring, reporting, and
verification processes to ensure that program requirements and environmental
objectives are met. Many of these areas have been addressed at great length by the
REDD Offset Working Group. Some of the technical work related to evaluating
reference levels, leakage assessment, and sector-wide monitoring could be
accomplished through engagement with California universities that are already actively
doing this work. Additionally, current efforts at the international level, including at the
UNFCCC, will inform California’s efforts to help establish best practices for jurisdictional
REDD programs. Finally, as mentioned above, ARB staff will seek input and advice
from the EJAC. ARB staff will also discuss these matters with Board members,
including new Board members who have environmental justice expertise as required by
Assembly Bill 1288 (Atkins, Chapter 586, Statutes of 2015).
vi. Market Impacts
Some stakeholders have commented that the exclusion of sector-based REDD offset
credits from the California Cap-and-Trade Program could create a shortage of offset
supply in California and lead to higher costs of compliance. 239 The consideration of
offset supply and cost containment, while ensuring net reduction of GHG emissions in
the atmosphere, will continue to be an important area of ARB staff engagement as part
of existing Cap-and-Trade regulatory modifications and in considering the potential for
approving any REDD program. ARB staff will need to conduct an analysis of market
effects before proposing a linkage to a REDD program.
vii. Jurisdiction
Some stakeholders have cited concerns over California’s ability to enforce potential
REDD programs outside of California’s jurisdiction. 240 Although California would not
have authority to enforce a REDD regulation outside of its jurisdiction, California does
have the authority to reject sector-based REDD offset credits that do not comply with
California law and to ensure the environmental integrity of the Cap-and-Trade Program
through its existing buyer liability provisions. ARB staff notes that similar to ARB’s
engagement with Québec, ARB would need to conduct a thorough assessment of a
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potential partner jurisdiction so that we understand that jurisdiction’s REDD program
and underlying legal and policy system, prior to proposing any potential linking
arrangement. This assessment would be necessary for the Governor’s linkage findings
discussed previously and in more detail below, and to ensure any action met the
requirements of AB 32. As ARB staff collaborates with potential partner jurisdictions,
and if it were to begin drafting REDD policy and program requirements for the Board to
consider as part of a future rulemaking, stakeholder input will be necessary to help
shape the design of additional regulatory provisions for the potential inclusion of sectorbased REDD within the California Cap-and-Trade Program. While the REDD Offset
Working Group recommendations may address many of these concerns, further
engagement with stakeholders will be important.
c. Summary of additional work needed
The REDD Offset Working Group recommendations contributed to examining how
California could link with a partner jurisdiction’s sector-based REDD program, including
which next steps could be taken. The following table outlines additional work ARB
would need to conduct in order to further flesh out the design of such a linkage which
could be presented to the Board as a formal rulemaking proposal for future
consideration. By learning from the REDD Offset Working Group recommendations and
through further robust stakeholder involvement, ARB staff is confident that the following
topics can be addressed. Most of the issues outlined in this table would need to be
proposed as regulatory amendments to ensure Cap-and-Trade Program requirements
are clear. Some of these issues would also need to be described in any linkage MOU.
Issue
Reference Level of
Emissions

Additional Work
Evaluate how partner jurisdiction
established reference levels

Uncertainty level of
emission reductions

Define level of acceptable
uncertainty so as to guide
development of mechanisms to
address incorrect emissions levels
Decide which mechanisms are
acceptable to address leakage

Emissions leakage

Management of
reversals

Quantification of
reductions
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Determine acceptable
mechanisms for monitoring and
compensating for reversals, both
natural and man-made
Determine satisfactory
methodology for measuring
emission reductions from REDD
program and nested projects
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Reason
Accurate reference levels
determine number of emission
reductions, offset credits, and
additionality of the program
More accurate emissions
measurements result in a
more robust and trustworthy
program
Leakage reduces the
effectiveness of emission
reductions from REDD and
should be limited as much as
possible
Reversals of emission
reductions undermine validity
of sector-based REDD offsets
In conjunction with reference
levels, quantifying reductions
is necessary to generate
accurate numbers of sectorbased REDD offsets
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Verification of
emissions statistics
Enforcement of liability
provisions

Additionality of program
Registry

Crediting pathways

Social safeguards

CEQA Analysis

Stakeholder
engagement
Governor’s approval

Outline adequate verification
terms and bodies
Analyze enforcement abilities of
partner jurisdictions and California
in case offset credits are
invalidated
Assess how jurisdictions measure
the additionality of their emissions
California should evaluate the
standards utilized by REDD
registries

ARB staff will need to specify who
would need to issue sector-based
offset credits in order to be eligible
to be used as compliance
instruments
ARB staff must examine and
propose for Board adoption
minimum standards for social
safeguards of forest-dependent
communities. Ensure the
continuation of these safeguards
with a monitoring, reporting, and
verification system. Require
existence of a grievance
mechanism for partner jurisdiction
stakeholders
ARB staff must conduct
environmental analysis of
Regulation amendments
Involve stakeholders to develop
approaches to the issues
mentioned above
If ARB decides to proceed, draft
proposal regarding REDD linkage
for Governor to review and
approve

Auditing of reported
reductions increases accuracy
Invalidated offsets must be
compensated for, through
enforcement if necessary
Additionality is an essential
element of real reductions
Assessing existing registries
is needed to ensure
equivalent stringency and
alignment with California’s
existing offset requirements
and market program
This helps determine who
receives funds from the
credited emission reductions

Without helping local people,
REDD programs will not work.
California will not link with
REDD programs which have
not demonstrated that robust
social standards are in place

Regulatory amendments
require formal rulemaking
process, which entails a
CEQA assessment
Stakeholder engagement
ensures transparency and
good governance
By law, Governor has to
approve linkage

d. Programs most ready for crediting
As each forest is unique, so is each jurisdictional REDD program. In fact, the status of
REDD programs within the GCF membership jurisdictions varies widely, from newly
planned (Cross River State, Nigeria and Campeche, Mexico) to advanced (Acre, Brazil).
An ongoing study conducted by Winrock International of nineteen GCF jurisdictions will
aid in assessing monitoring and measurement capacity within the jurisdictions once
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released. 241 While not many states or provinces are ready to start issuing California
compliance-grade credits, at least one jurisdiction has demonstrated significant
progress and technical capability in the effort to begin crediting. As described in Section
II of this whitepaper, any subnational program must of course fit within the construct of
the applicable national legal structure, including any submitted INDC.
Acre, Brazil is a leader in jurisdiction-level REDD program development, having
“invested in creating a sustainable forest-based economy for over a decade,” and thus
has one of the most advanced REDD programs in the world. 242 With the passage of the
State System of Incentives for Environmental Services law (SISA), Acre established
itself as the first jurisdiction with an operational legal and institutional framework for
jurisdictional REDD. 243 Several institutions furthering REDD regulations have been
created thanks to SISA, and social safeguards have already been put in place. 244
These social safeguards include the protection of indigenous rights to resource use in
their traditional lands and public participation by indigenous and other local community
members. 245 Crucially, it is ARB’s understanding that Acre’s regulation links those who
conserve ecosystem services with the associated offset, rather than just the landowner
being linked to the offset. 246 This approach means that forest-dependent communities
will be the beneficiaries of carbon revenue from emissions reduction activities,
regardless of land tenure. Moreover, Acre has enacted a series of successful policies
“to stimulate sustainable use of forest resources” such as Brazil nuts and rubber by
forest-dependent communities, which reduces pressure to clear forest for agriculture
and cattle ranching while still ensuring livelihoods for the communities. 247
Furthermore, Acre has established a reference level of deforestation and a target level
of reduced emissions which are consistent with the national reference level. 248 Finally,
Acre has engaged with a contractor to set up a state-wide carbon registry electronic
platform. Such is the confidence in Acre’s REDD program that the German
development bank, KfW, has provided bridge financing worth €16 million to the state. 249
Acre qualified for the financing through the REDD Early Movers (REM) program which
rewards national and subnational jurisdictions for advanced REDD preparation. 250
After the advanced program of Acre, other jurisdictional REDD programs in Brazil that
have made significant advances in developing their programs include the state of Mato
Grosso, the programs in Amazonas and Pará and, to a lesser extent, Amapá and
Tocantins. Some of these jurisdictions have developed legal structures similar to the
one in Acre, as well as reference levels of deforestation, an essential element of REDD
programs. Not all states have full capacity to implement jurisdictional REDD programs
or laws yet, but they are in the process of developing these. 251 With respect to Mexico,
ARB continues to engage with Chiapas, as well as Campeche, Jalisco, Quintana Roo,
and Tabasco through the GCF and through the California-Mexico MOU. Through the
work under this California-Mexico MOU described in Section V of this white paper, ARB
understands that the federal government of Mexico is assisting the Mexican states to
develop and advance on forestry and climate planning in tandem with the national
strategy.
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There are other subnational jurisdictions which, while part of the GCF, appear to be in
the earlier stages of developing jurisdictional REDD programs. The Indonesian states
of Papua, West Papua, Aceh, and East, West, and Central Kalimantan have great
potential for REDD due to their high rates of deforestation, but they have not formally
established reference levels, REDD governance institutions and laws, or registries – all
elements that would need to be in place before California could consider those
programs. The same is true of the Peruvian regions of Amazonas, Madre de Dios,
Loreto, San Martin, and Ucayali, Nigeria’s Cross River State, and the Bélier and Cavally
regions of Ivory Coast. All of these jurisdictions have begun to ready themselves for
REDD and are on a path towards developing robust jurisdiction-wide REDD programs.
California’s engagement with these GCF jurisdictions has helped expand best practices,
and the learning curve for these jurisdictions may be less steep because they can adopt
some of the models from more advanced REDD states like Acre and Mato Grosso. The
next few years may see robust, high quality, subnational jurisdictional REDD programs
from all over the globe.

VIII. ARB Staff’s Next Steps
a. Present Staff Thinking
Given the importance of addressing tropical deforestation, the benefits described in this
white paper to California and California’s program, and the current status of GCF
partner jurisdiction efforts, ARB staff believes there is value in developing proposed
regulatory amendments and pursuing a sector-based REDD linkage in time for the third
compliance period of the Cap-and-Trade Program. Based on a review of existing GCF
state programs, ARB staff believes that Acre’s sector-based REDD offset program is
already technically capable of being considered for formal inclusion in the Cap-andTrade Program at the beginning of the third compliance period, even while additional
engagement is necessary to, among other things, ensure a clear understanding of how
Acre’s program may fit within any applicable Brazilian national structures. Working
more closely with Acre on potential linkage will provide beneficial lessons and
engagement with other jurisdictions, particularly those of Mexico and Brazil, and could
result in partnering on other mutually beneficial climate and low emissions development
initiatives.
i. Additional Work
Section VII of this white paper highlights a few areas where staff has identified the need
for targeted analysis to support a robust sector-based REDD offset program. To
continue making progress, staff would need to develop a comprehensive analysis of
outstanding issues, options for addressing those issues, and stakeholder engagement
to provide the best recommendation. These areas include, but are not limited to,
reference level setting, crediting baseline setting, best approaches to address leakage,
and mechanisms for permanence. Embedded in developing recommendations for each
of these areas is the need to ensure the use of the latest scientific methodologies and
proactive stakeholder engagement. This work commences with the release of this white
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paper, and could continue with additional workshops and technical meetings leading
toward the development of proposed regulatory amendments.
This white paper provides an overview of some of the work being conducted by
California universities on REDD. These entities are in a unique position to provide
valuable support to any effort to further explore REDD programs for inclusion in the
California Cap-and-Trade Program. ARB staff welcomes input from universities on
these specific issues.
ii. Stakeholder Input
As noted previously, the prospect of including jurisdictional, sector-based REDD offset
credits in the Cap-and-Trade Program has garnered much attention over the years.
ARB staff believes that a transparent and deliberate approach to considering sectorbased REDD offset credits necessitates ongoing public engagement, including seeking
input and advice from ARB’s EJAC. The October 28, 2015 workshop marks the first of
several technical and individual meetings to walk through technical and policy issues
with stakeholders. These meetings could include experts and contractors, as well as
GCF jurisdictions, donor countries such as Norway, and community leaders. As with
other public workshops, ARB will make the public workshops available to all interested
participants with webcasting and comment periods.
iii. Coordination with REDD Jurisdictions
As mentioned in section VII, ARB staff believes that continued coordination with partner
jurisdictions, like Acre, will be necessary before any program can be proposed for Board
approval. As in the case of Québec, this would include continued technical discussions
on program elements such as coordination on implementation of tracking systems,
more detailed exchanges on how enforcement of the program would occur and how
market monitoring efforts can be coordinated, and visits between California and the
potential partner jurisdiction by ARB staff and/or contractors such as California
university researchers to ensure both California and the REDD jurisdiction fully
understand program requirements and expectations. 252 As an initial step, ARB staff
notes that this type of coordination has already begun with the Brazilian and Mexican
state members of the GCF.
iv. Coordination with Linked Partners
Any additional review or proposals to include a sector-based REDD offset program
within California’s Cap-and-Trade Program will require coordination with Québec. A
material change, such as new sources of offsets, in one program will have impacts on
the linked jurisdiction’s program. While Québec itself does not need to adopt a
regulation for the recognition of a sector-based REDD offset program, California’s
recognition of such offsets could potentially make available additional domestic offsets
and allowances for entities to use for compliance in Québec.
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California and Québec have each adopted and implemented cap-and-trade programs
that are based on the Western Climate Initiative program design recommendations. In
December 2010 ARB adopted the Cap-and-Trade Regulation. 253 On April 8, 2013,
Governor Brown found that the Québec program met the SB 1018 requirements for
linking with the California program, 254 and later that month, the Board adopted a
regulation linking the California program with the Québec program starting on
January 1, 2014. 255 On November 1, 2013, ARB provided a linkage readiness report to
the Governor recommending that linkage occur as scheduled beginning on January 1,
2014. 256 Since November 2014, California and Québec conduct joint auctions on a
quarterly basis.
Both jurisdictions recognize the need for ongoing collaboration as the joint program is
implemented. The overall framework for this collaboration is formalized in an
agreement between the two jurisdictions, titled: “Agreement Between the California Air
Resources Board and the Gouvernement du Québec Concerning the Harmonization
and Integration of Cap-and-Trade Programs for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions,”
also referred to as the “Linking Agreement.” 257 The agreement objectives are defined in
Article 1 as follows:
“The objective of this Agreement is for the Parties to work jointly and
collaboratively toward the harmonization and integration of the Parties’
mandatory greenhouse gas emissions reporting programs and Cap-and-Trade
Programs for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.”
To this end, ARB will provide Québec with periodic updates and timelines of staff
review and consideration of any sector-based REDD offset programs.
b. Rulemaking & Governor Linkage Findings
As briefly discussed in Section VII above, if staff opts to propose the inclusion of a
sector-based REDD offset program in the beginning of the third compliance period,
there are requirements under the California Administrative Procedure Act (APA) and SB
1018 that will have to occur prior to Board consideration of a rulemaking in mid-2016.
Each of these steps is to ensure public engagement and notification prior to the Board
taking any action to approve any rulemaking. These steps are listed below:
•

Preliminary activities would include technical policy meetings, including the first
workshop on October 28, 2015. In some cases, staff may share draft regulatory
text for informal comment. All public presentations would also be posted on the
ARB website. When possible, such meetings are webcast for broad public
participation.

•

Issuance of a notice initiates the APA rulemaking process. ARB would issue a
notice of proposed rulemaking, which is included in the California Regulatory
Notice Register. This notice would include the Board hearing date when staff
would present the rulemaking for Board consideration. This notice would be
posted at least 45 days prior to the applicable Board hearing.
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•

As part of the rulemaking, and prior to final Board adoption, ARB would need to
request that the Governor make findings pursuant to SB 1018, as described in
Section VII above.

•

At least 45 days prior to the Board hearing, ARB would also make available
proposed regulatory text and a staff report that explains why certain proposals
were made in the development of the rulemaking and any relevant analyses or
studies to support the proposed rulemaking. These supporting documents would
include a staff analysis of the jurisdiction’s sector-based program to support
linkage and an environmental analysis as required by CEQA. ARB would post
the proposed text and the staff report on its rulemaking website with the 45-day
notice. Current ARB practice is to notify the public of the availability of these
documents through the relevant electronic listservs.

•

ARB would provide at least 45 days for the public to review the proposed
regulatory text and provide written comments to ARB.

•

ARB staff would then present the proposed regulatory text to include the sectorbased REDD offset program, along with other proposed amendments to the Capand-Trade Regulation, to the Board for its consideration in mid-2016. This
process usually includes a staff presentation at a regularly scheduled Board
hearing. The dates and agendas for each hearing are posted on the rulemaking
website. Stakeholders can provide oral testimony to the Board before the Board
takes any action on the proposed regulatory text. If Governor findings under SB
1018 have been made, the Board may then choose to adopt the proposed
regulatory text as written or could direct staff to make changes and put out the
new material for one or more 15-day formal comment periods. ARB would
consider all public and oral comments on its proposed regulatory text.
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