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Background:
C-AGG is a multi-stakeholder coalition of agricultural producers, scientists, methodology experts and developers, carbon investors, environmental ngo’s, and project developers that fosters a fact-based discourse on the development and adoption of policies, programs, methodologies, protocols and tools for GHG emissions reductions and carbon sequestration from the agricultural sector.  C-AGGs’ primary objective is to incentivize voluntary GHG emissions reductions opportunities for agricultural producers that enhance productivity and income generation opportunities while benefiting society.   
Offsets are an important part of a well-functioning cap-and-trade program.  C-AGG applauds the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) commitment to develop agricultural protocols that will engage the agricultural sector in voluntary opportunities to contribute to California’s cap-and-trade program.  C-AGG follows with great interest ARB’s current work to develop a Rice Offset Protocol, and we look forward to seeing a draft in the near future.  We consider that the Rice Offset Protocol will provide important precedents for other agricultural offset protocols developed and approved by ARB in the near future.
For agricultural offset projects to be effective, farm-level GHG emissions reductions need to be aggregated into larger, multi-landowner projects.  Aggregation is one of – if not the -- most important factor in the development of agricultural offset projects that are cost-effective and that will allow for the engagement of the agricultural sector in voluntary GHG mitigation efforts at a scale that matters.
C-AGG has held three different workshops and additional review and comment periods with participants and stakeholders to discuss options regarding the aggregation of agricultural offset projects.  At the first C-AGG workshop in July 2013, participants developed an initial set of principles for ARB to consider.  These were submitted to the ARB on 2 August 2013 as a part of a public comment period for Proposed Amendments to the CA Cap-and-Trade Program Regulation.  After receiving feedback from the ARB on C-AGG’s proposal, C-AGG members held two additional workshops in October and November 2013 to further discuss and refine proposed approaches to aggregation.  The current draft reflects an additional review and revision process by C-AGG stakeholders.  
This proposal summarizes an approach developed by multiple C-AGG stakeholders and participants.
C-AGG Cooperative Agricultural Offset Project Proposal:
C-AGG believes that the Cooperative model as presented by ARB to C-AGG on October 9, 2013, based on ARB’s understanding of how a cooperative forestry project would work within the existing regulations, provides an acceptable model for the aggregation of agricultural offset projects.  Below is our understanding of how the model would work, including key aspects of the model that would be necessary components for the development and implementation of successful agricultural offset protocols that are rigorous and cost-effective:
· Multiple landowners and/or farmers within adjacent regions (akin to “super-sections” in the Forestry Protocol, or to US Department of Agriculture Land Resource Regions (LRR)) that qualify to participate in an offset protocol can join together as Offset Project Operators (OPO) to create a single Cooperative Offset Project.
· The OPOs in each Cooperative Offset Project can select a single Authorized Project Designee (APD) who would be responsible for development and maintenance of the Offset Project data management system, for generating the Offset Project Data Report (OPDR), and for overseeing the Cooperative Offset Project verification.  The designated APD is the project aggregator.
· Relationships between APDs and OPOs will be contractually established.
· Each OPO would obtain a Compliance Instrument Tracking System Service (CITSS) account to be eligible to participate in the Cooperative Offset Project.
· APDs implement the Cooperative Offset Project; file with a registry; and contract with third-party verifiers.
· The APD generates a single OPDR on behalf of the Cooperative Offset Project, requiring a single offset project verification for each verification period.
· Verification requirements will apply risk-based statistical requirements at the aggregate level, i.e., across the entire Cooperative Offset Project. 
· Protocol specific verification guidelines should be developed to address specific protocol risks.  Verifiers and APD’s must be trained to the same standard.  
· An example of some verification guidelines that may apply to some protocols include the following:
· Completeness audits consisting of a desk review of monitoring parameters for all project locations are to be completed every year.
· Not every project location will require a site visit every year.  
· All OPOs within a Cooperative Offset Project will contractually agree to participate in the Project during the entire Crediting Period.
· Fields or project locations within a Cooperative Offset Project may not have the same baseline or use the same emissions reduction technologies, since different management practices may be employed within a specific protocol.
· Any given non-sequestration project OPO can file a zero value during the Crediting Period as a part of the Cooperative Offset Project’s OPDR.  
· Potential reasons for reporting a zero value may include a change in practice; death of a farmer; drought, flood, or other weather/climate condition that renders planned project management conditions invalid; or instances where the APD cannot get the necessary information from a farmer.
· A field or project location that reports a zero value during a Crediting Period can re-enter or re-engage in the project during that Crediting Period; whether baseline parameter adjustments are required in such situations should be protocol specific. 
· Sequestration-based OPOs may defer verification during the Crediting Period as part of the Cooperative Offset Project’s OPDR, as codified in the Forestry Protocol, but may need to demonstrate no action was taken to reverse sequestration in the years verification is deferred.
· Invalidation of offset credits would be consistent with the current approach in the cap-and-trade regulations.  Invalidation of credits from a single farm will not invalidate the entire project.  Project-wide invalidation should only occur if the APD has acted in a fraudulent or negligent manner.  
· The current regulations are specific to the reasons of invalidation and can be applied to an individual OPO within a Cooperative Offset Project, as currently written (excerpts provided below):  
· “The Offset Project Data Report contains errors that overstate the amount of GHG reductions or GHG removal enhancements by more than five percent” (95985 (c)(1));
· [bookmark: _GoBack]“The offset project activity and implementation of the offset project was not in accordance with all local, state, or national environmental and health and safety regulations during the Reporting Period for which the ARB offset credit was issued” (95985 (c)(2)); or
· “ARB determines that offset credits have been issued in any other voluntary or mandatory program within the same offset project boundary and for the same Reporting Period in which ARB offset credits were issued for GHG reductions and GHG removal enhancements.” (95985 (c)(3))  
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