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1. Background and objectives  
 

This note summarizes the key lessons and recommendations drawn from the  PMR South-South 

Exchange on Developing Domestic Offset Schemes, which took place in Mexico City on March 2, 2014 

with financial support from the United Kingdom’s Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC). 

The workshop featured case studies, presentations, and panel discussions by representatives from 

countries, sub-nationals, and invited experts.  

The purpose of the exchange was to share experience, strategies, and lessons on the development of 

domestic offset programs, and to identify the common needs of countries currently planning, designing 

and/or operating a domestic offset program 

Ms. Xueman Wang (PMR Secretariat) welcomed participants and introduced the objectives of the 

workshop. Mr. Luis Muñozcano (Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (SEMARNAT), Mexico) 

moderated the workshop. The workshop agenda, list of participants, and all presentations are accessible 

on the PMR website: https://www.thepmr.org/events/eventlist/south-south-exchanges/south-south-

exchange-developing-domestic-offset-schemes-march. 

 
2. Country Case Studies  

 

The morning was dedicated to several in-depth case study sessions on China, Costa Rica, California, 

Québec, South Africa, and Mexico, followed by Q&A and discussions.  

The case study on China’s Domestic Offset Scheme was presented by Mr. Wang Shu (NDRC). The key 

lessons and recommendations included:  

 The Chinese domestic offset program (CCER) is based on the CDM in terms of eligibility criteria for 

GHG, project types, project cycle and applied protocols/standards, or methodologies. Out of 178 

methodologies currently eligible, 173 originate from CDM methodologies and have been adapted by 

local experts and organizations. The other 5 were developed specifically to address LULUCF (4) and 

industrial SF6 gas sectors (1). Building on the CDM infrastructure has enabled China to develop a 

domestic offset program in approximately 2 years.  

 

 An additionality assessment is required and is, in essence, the same as that applied under the CDM 

i.e., it mandates developers of large projects consider emission reduction benefits during the 

investment decision process, and undertakes analysis on investment and regulatory barriers and 

common practices. 

 

http://www.thepmr.org/events/eventlist/south-south-exchanges/south-south-exchange-developing-domestic-offset-schemes-march
http://www.thepmr.org/events/eventlist/south-south-exchanges/south-south-exchange-developing-domestic-offset-schemes-march
https://www.thepmr.org/events/eventlist/south-south-exchanges/south-south-exchange-developing-domestic-offset-schemes-march
https://www.thepmr.org/events/eventlist/south-south-exchanges/south-south-exchange-developing-domestic-offset-schemes-march
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/China%27s%20domestic%20offset%20scheme%20-20140226_0.pdf
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 Key differences to the CDM have been applied to reduce transaction costs and bureaucracy. These 

differences include the absence of a standing support structure, request for review procedures, 

national requirements for validators/verifiers, and charges for the submission of an offset project. 

 

 The Chinese CCER program was set up to support the emergence of the domestic voluntary offset 

market. However, it now also serves as a cost containment measure for the several Chinese Pilot 

Emission Trading Schemes (ETS), which all allow covered operators to use offsets for their 

compliance obligations. Each pilot ETS set its own quantitative restrictions over the use of CCER (i.e., 

different utilization limits). Companies covered by a pilot ETS cannot generate CCERs.  

 

 There is no mechanism for price control on CCERs because the program is meant to serve the 

Chinese voluntary market. The development of the National ETS (potentially from 2018) may 

provide an opportunity to establish such price control mechanism in the future. 

 

 Current challenges for the Chinese offset program are the heavy workload for operating the offset 

program and the limited number of personnel able to implement. Potential oversupply of offsets 

is also regarded as a key issue going forward. Mr. Wang Shu noted the risk of conflict of interest, 

which could limit the efficiency of the program. There are also concerns about double counting, 

notably for those projects that are already engaged in the CDM registration process. The Chinese 

DNA is exploring possibilities to engage with UNFCCC to discuss possibilities to withdraw these 

projects from the CDM process. 

 

The case study on Costa Rica’s offset program was presented by Mr. Felipe De León (Ministry of 

Environment and Energy (MINAE), Costa Rica) and illustrated how Costa Rica is progressing in 

developing a national climate neutral strategy supported by the use of domestic offsets. The key lessons 

and recommendations included:   

 Costa Rica announced in 2007 its carbon neutrality by 2021 goal, and incorporated it into the 2011-

2014 National Development Plan. It was submitted to the UNFCCC in 2010 in the context of 

nationally appropriate mitigation actions1. In June 2012, the plan for carbon neutrality was further 

defined following an intensive stakeholder consultation process, which encouraged leading 

companies to pursue carbon neutrality. “Champion” companies are key to designing the program, 

notably the GHG inventory. The first carbon neutrality certification was issued to a company in 

2013. 

 

 The incentive for the private sector to participate in the carbon neutrality program is driven by 

corporate social responsibility, i.e., carbon neutrality is a form of national “green” 

branding/labelling for good performance and works well with the country’s reputation for “eco-

tourism”. Participation is voluntary. 20 companies are registered in the program as of March 2013.  

                                                           
1
 UNFCCC Copenhagen Accord Appendix II - Nationally appropriate mitigation actions of developing country Parties 

http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/awglca14/eng/inf01.pdf 

https://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/Costa%20Rica%20-%20Carbon%20Market.pdf
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 Eligible offset credits include CERs from the CDM, VERs, and Costa Rican carbon offset units (UCC). 

Costa Rica may consider establishing limits on the import of international units in the future. 

 

 Companies and organizations must measure their GHG emissions in accordance with either ISO 

14064-1 of the WRI GHG protocol and have documentation describing their company’s or 

organization’s GHG reduction plans. Offsets may be used to support achievement of the reduction 

plan but should not represent the majority share of the achieved reduction. There are two third 

party verification steps: one to verify the inventory, and one to verify that compensation has 

occurred.  

 

Figure 1 - Costa Rica’s Carbon Neutrality Program 

 

 
Source: MINAE 

 

 The project cycle for domestic projects (UCC) is largely based on the CDM, notably because local 

authorities and experts have gained relevant experience with the CDM over the years. However, the 

CDM has demonstrated its limits in small countries such as Costa Rica, since CDM methodologies 

are not country-specific and account for all sorts of variability. Costa Rica has potential for 

standardizing CDM methodologies using objective and country specific criteria. 

 

 The Costa Rican Accreditation Entity (ECA) accredits both companies (Organismos Validadores and 

Verificadores) and individuals (Peritos de Carbono) to perform audits. Peritos de carbono can 

validate and verify GHG inventories for small and medium organizations. 
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 One challenge identified is the risk of double counting with projects engaged in the CDM 

registration process, since there is no straight forward process for these to withdraw. 

 

 The whole program will have to be revamped after 2020 to avoid additionality issues vis-à-vis the 

country’s post-2020 international commitments.  

 

Ms. Brieanne Aguila presented California’s offset program, which was developed as a cost containment 

measure for compliance obligations under the Californian ETS.   

 The ETS cap will cover 85% of California’s GHG emission sources as of 2015 (about 35% today). 

Entities covered by the ETS may use offsets to cover up to 8% of their compliance obligation under 

the ETS. No offset can be issued in sectors covered under the ETS, or in those that fall into specific 

regulation (e.g., landfills). The 8% limit was determined to ensure that only 45% of the reductions 

generated under the ETS come from offsets. The resulting total demand for offsets between 2013 

and 2020 represents 218 million tons maximum (i.e., if every compliance entity maximizes its use of 

offsets).  

 

 Eligible offsets can be generated through four sources: 

 

-  “Compliance Offsets Credits” issued by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) from a 

project in the United States, Canada, or Mexico, and developed according to a compliance 

offset protocol approved by CARB. As of today, the only offset protocols approved by CARB 

(i.e., Forest, Livestock, Ozone Depleting Substances, and Urban Forest Projects) restrict eligible 

activities to the U.S., which means that additional protocols would be needed for projects to be 

in Canada or Mexico. The sectors chosen to fall under the offset program were those for which 

there is no clear point of regulation. Currently, there are 40 CARB projects registered. In spring 

2014, another 2 protocols for methane reductions from mining activities and methane 

reductions from rice activities will be considered for adoption. California has no coal mine and 

thus does not regulate methane emissions from mines, which explain why such activities are 

considered under the program. 

 

- “Early Action Offsets Credits” issued by a voluntary program approved by CARB, and generated 

from a U.S.-based project developed according to a CARB-approved protocol for emission 

reductions and/or sequestration achieved between January 2005 and December 2014. The 

Climate Action Reserve (CAR) is the only voluntary program that can generate Early Action 

Offset Credits. After December 2014, all early action projects (a total of 80 projects) must 

transition to ARB compliance offset protocols to continue receiving offsets.  

 

- “Sector-Based Offset Credits” from crediting programs (including REDD) in an eligible 

developing country or some of its jurisdictions. A sub-limit applied for the use of such credits. 

These may not be limited to uncapped sectors under California’s ETS. 

https://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/ARB%20Offsets%20PMR%20webinar%202014%20FINAL_Mexico.pdf
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- Compliance Offset Credits issued by a linked regulatory program. As of today, only Québec’s 

offsets are authorized. Projects located in Canada must only use protocols approved by 

Québec, and reversely projects in the United States can only use CARB protocol in order to 

avoid any “jurisdiction shopping”. 

 

 The offset program and related legislation involved 3 to 4 years of consultation with UNFCCC, WCI, 

RGGI, and a broad range of stakeholders, through a number of workshops and the establishment of 

working groups. The drafting process of the offset program legislation included 4 rounds of 

revisions; stakeholder engagement played a significant role in this process. CARB provided funding 

and was heavily involved in the development of the Climate Action Reserve to advance 

developments under the voluntary market. 

 

 Protocol development and approval are different from the CDM or the Chinese offset program: 

protocols are developed by CARB and not by project developers, and there is only one protocol for 

each type of projects. Protocols include quantification methodologies and additionality criteria that 

the project must meet to enter the program. This is a top down and standardized approach to 

protocol development that was adopted to avoid administrative transaction costs and to decrease 

the level of subjectivity (no in-depth assessment of every project). Public consultation is therefore 

only necessary at the protocol development stage, and not at project registration. 

 

 The offset program cycle does not involve a validation stage, but the initial verification must 

ensure that the project meets the criteria of the protocol and complies with the regulation. 

Additionality is defined as being “GHG emission reductions or removals that exceed any GHG 

reduction or removals otherwise required by law, regulation, or legally binding mandate, and that 

exceed any GHG reductions or removals that would otherwise occur in a conservative business-as–

usual scenario. Verification happens every year, but can be deferred to every 2 years for qualifying 

small projects. 

 

 The verification requirements are based to a large extent on ISO14064 and build on the mandatory 

requirements already established for GHG accounting. When the program was initially developed, 

there was no available standard procedure, so CARB had to develop its own process. CARB accredits 

and oversees third party verifiers, and may perform site visit spot audits (which is similar practice to 

the CDM EB). Verifiers only work with the same project operator for a limited time to avoid 

conflict of interest (i.e., up to 6 years, followed by a three-year cool off period). Training for verifiers 

is required for each applicable protocol. 

 

 Offset Project Registries (OPR) are approved to help CARB administer the program (currently 2 are 

approved, i.e., the Climate Action Reserve and the American Carbon Registry): OPRs work with 

project proponent to list the projects, collect the required documentation and facilitate registration. 

OPRs are accredited by CARB but have no formal affiliation with CARB, and cannot adopt protocols 
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or issue CARB credits. CARB does not remunerate OPRs but these charge fees to project developers 

(CARB does not charge any fee). Fees are not regulated by CARB, but competition ensures market 

rates.  

 

 CARB can invalidate an offset up to 8 years after it is generated and the liability for replacing this 

offset is placed on the buyer. This strengthens CARB’s ability to ensure environmental integrity and 

promote due diligence under the program. However, the invalidation period can be shortened from 

8 to 3 years if the project and documentation submitted to claim the emission 

reduction/sequestration is re-verified within 3 years. For certain project protocol, re-verification by 

a different verifier is required.  

 

 For sequestration activities (i.e., forestry), the risk of unintentional reversal is managed through a 

buffer which can be tapped into for credit replacement. The buffer is bounded using about 20% of 

the credits issued by each project that are subject to the reversal risk.  

Mr. Francis Béland-Plante shared lessons learnt on the development of Québec’s offset program.  

 As is the case for California’s offset program, the offset regulation and program were established in 

consultation with key stakeholders and partners at WCI (mainly California) and began in 2008. 

 

 The offset program was established as a cost mitigation mechanism to meet the requirements of 

Québec’s ETS. Companies under the ETS may use offsets for up to 8% of their compliance 

obligations. Offsets must be generated by sectors that are not covered by the ETS. Project activities 

must be located in Québec and all the other Canadian provinces. However, the offset promoter 

must be incorporated in Québec so that the government can retain legal enforcement over the 

promoter. 

 

 Linking with California involved several years of discussion and served as a common framework 

to ensure that the level of stringency is equivalent despite some differences in the respective 

programs. The implementation of linking relies on common infrastructure (e.g., tracking registry, 

auction platform) and services providers (e.g., Markit). In the future, there will be common 

auctions for California’s and Québec’s allowances.  

 

 Unlike California, Québec’s program requires both validation and verification of projects. 

Verification is required every year, but for small projects under 25kt CO2e per year verification can 

be performed every two years to reduce transactions costs (although this could still be too limiting 

for smaller projects). Additionality demonstration is similar to that in California, i.e., provided the 

project conforms to the criteria of the protocol it is assumed to be additional. Third party validation 

and verification must be undertaken by an auditor accredited under ISO 14065. These are also 

required to speak French. Currently, no such auditor exists in Québec, but some are undergoing an 

accreditation process. 

 

https://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/Quebec%20-%20Offset%20System.pdf
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 Québec has approved 3 protocols (landfill methane, farm methane, ODS), and 3 more are being 

developed. The methane protocol allows for different technologies unlike that of California’s (i.e., 

digesters) because farms in Québec are generally smaller. Québec also has small landfill that can 

be eligible because they are additional to both Québec’s and California’s regulation. The ODS 

protocol is restricted to Québec, but regulations are similar across Canada so it could expand across 

provinces. As of March 2013, no project has been registered. To develop country specific 

protocols, Québec screened all the applicable methodologies available in relevant sectors, and 

looked at how to adapt and standardize those using local data and regulation. 

 

 Aggregation for small projects is allowed through one request for registration but it has to contain 

the required information for every project (i.e., sampling is not allowed). 

 

 There is a price floor set in the ETS through a minimum price at auctions. This gives price 

certainty to offset developers. 

 

 Québec has an “environmental integrity” account which is filled with 3% of the credits of each 

project, taken at the point of issuance. In the event that a credit is found to be illegitimate, the 

project developer is expected to replace it. If not, the credit can be replaced with a credit from the 

environmental integrity account but the project developer would face legal proceedings. There is 

therefore no liability on the buyer as is the case for California. 

 

 Québec does not outsource part of the administrative tasks to external registries. These are 

entirely managed internally and through the Ministry’s dedicated website.  

 

Mr. Mkhuthazi Steleki (Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), South Africa) gave a broad overview 

of South Africa’s current plans to use offsets to contain GHG mitigation costs associated with the 

National Carbon Tax. He noted the following:  

 South Africa seeks to establish a carbon tax in key economic sectors, with carbon credits used to 

partly offset the tax liability. South Africa is still at an exploratory stage with regard to offset 

design and is weighing various options. Key lessons will be drawn from international experiences 

while domestic and regional circumstances will be taken into account. 

 

 A carbon tax at R120 per ton of CO2e (about $US 11 above certain tax-free thresholds was 

proposed for implementation from January 1, 2015, with an annual increase of 10% until 2019/20. 

However, it was recently decided to postpone implementation to 2016. Carbon offsets could be 

used to reduce to 5% or 10% of the carbon tax liability. First assessments estimate the supply of 

domestic offsets could amount to 25 to 30 credits for a demand of about 50 million credits. 

 

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/South%20Africa_Offsets%20Presentation_0.pdf
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  South Africa is keen to build upon the institutional framework and infrastructure developed under 

the CDM (e.g., CDM DNA) to support a domestic offset program design that is credible, consistent, 

and compatible with international standards. 

 

Ms. Soffía Alarcón Díaz (SEMARNAT) clarified the steps Mexico is taking to establish an effective carbon 

market. Mexico established a carbon tax in 2014 but, unlike South Africa, it is based on the carbon 

content of fuels instead of emissions. A domestic carbon market is intended to be developed, notably 

through offsetting, to reduce the tax burden on the covered companies.  

 The Mexican government needs to reduce GHG by 106 million tons of CO2e per year between 2013 

and 2018. A carbon tax on fuels capped at 3% (to prevent inflationary pressure) is among the 

measures and instruments considered necessary to reach this mitigation objective. Emissions of 

black carbon are intended to be regulated as well. 

 

 The voluntary carbon market platform will transact credits from projects located in Mexico. Eligible 

projects must apply established standards and have been validated by a third party auditor to 

comply with the Gold Standard, CAR, VCS, or CDM. The national registry will track these credits (see 

diagram below). As of today, the registry only accepts CERs. No quantitative limit applies on the use 

of CERs. The Mexican government collects the CERs and can either cancel them or keep them for 

discretionary use in the future. 

 

 A critical issue facing the government is to understand how to mitigate private sector risks, and 

what are the impacts and capacity needed for different offset program options.  

 

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/Mexico%20-%20Towards%20a%20Climate%20Market.pdf
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Figure 2 – Indicative Structure of Mexico’s Climate Market Platform 

 

Source: SEMARNAT 

Follow-up discussions and Q&A: 

 On the issue of double counting with projects engaged in the CDM process: 

 

- In China, these projects can generate CCERs before they get registered under the CDM. However, 

those already registered would need to withdraw from the CDM to join the CCER program. The 

National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC) is willing to explore with UNFCCC how such 

withdrawal is possible. 

 

- The UNFCCC voiced support to the domestic initiatives and shared views that a streamlined and 

transparent way to address the issue of double-counting with projects engaged in the CDM 

process would be for countries to cancel the CERs they generate. This would also allow the 

reductions generated to account for the countries’ contributions in the international context. The 

UNFCCC expressed willingness to engage in dialogue with countries on this issue.  

 

 On using offsets with a carbon tax: 

A tax is often used to redistribute revenue within an economy. One side effect of using carbon credits to 

offset part of the tax liability is that less revenue is raised and redistributed. It is therefore important to 

select with caution the sectors that will provide the supply of offsets (redistribution). 
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 On using under California’s program the protocols of the Climate Actions Reserve for project 

activities located in Mexico:  

There are 3 protocols of the Climate Action Reserve for project activities located in Mexico: ODS, landfill, 

and forestry. There is no plan to adapt and endorse the CAR protocol for ODS in Mexico because 

California’s ARB protocol for ODS only covers ODS sourced in the United States while CAR’s protocol for 

Mexico covers imported ODS. The CAR protocol for landfill in Mexico cannot be endorsed either because 

it covers big landfills that would fall under California’s regulation. There is however room to explore such 

a possibility in the case of CAR’s forestry protocol for Mexico. 

 

3. Review of International Experience in Establishing Offset Programs 

 
 Ms. Felicity Spors (PMR Secretariat) gave an overview of the discussions and issues for domestic 

offset programs identified by the PMR Offset Working Group. It was noted that an output of the 

South-South Exchange should be to further refine the understanding of the main challenges facing 

countries as they design, implement, and operate domestic offset programs. This would enhance 

the understanding of the needs of countries and would enable the PMR Offset Working Group to 

best target the technical assistance required to overcome these challenges and deliver it through 

the PMR Technical Work Program on offsets.  

 

 The issues identified as a result of the first discussions within the working group can be categorized 

under the following headings: cross cutting issues (i.e., compatibility of offset program with other 

climate change mitigation or carbon pricing policies), scope, GHG calculations, project cycle, and 

governance and technical infrastructure.  

Mr. Randal Spalding-Fecher (independent expert) gave an overview of general similarities, differences 

and challenges for different offset schemes. Key issues highlighted to stimulate follow-up discussion 

included:  

 The credibility of national systems encompasses environmental integrity, transparency, and 

objectivity, while consistency covers the internal consistency of the rules and procedures. 

Compatibility is important mainly if the system is to be linked to other countries or international 

trading system (now or in the future). 

 

 Building on established international standards and infrastructure can reduce set-up costs and 

may bring credibility and compatibility, but local innovation in offset programs can address 

national priorities and also drive international progress on mitigation. National and regional offset 

programs open up potential for innovation in climate policy, compared to having only one global 

system. Addressing untapped sectors requires time and resources; it might be more cost-efficient 

to innovate with partners. Be aware of the number of knowledge products and tools already 

available. 

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/South-South%20Exchange%20International%20Experience%20with%20Offsets_0.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/South-South%20Exchange%20International%20Experience%20with%20Offsets_0.pdf
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 Adding country specific requirements can align programs more closely with national priorities 

without reducing compatibility and credibility. However, such developments also require time and 

resources. The sectors selected and their own dynamics will have an impact on the opportunities for 

standardization. The process to develop standardization under the CDM mainly relied on host 

countries’ capacities, which may explain why this process has had limited results. Standardization is 

also important for investors who are always keen to know upfront what they will get in return. 

 

 Moving from international standards towards national program elements (e.g., methodologies) 

allows greater flexibility and streamlining but will need support and time for dialogue with other 

potential partners (e.g., it took several years before California and Québec linked).  

 

 The scope of the program will impact the amount of offsets supplied; thus, it should also be 

defined in light of the potential demand. In addition, allowing for the generation of offsets under 

sectors that are covered by an ETS or a carbon tax will require much more complex and rigorous 

accounting frameworks to avoid double-counting. Some sectors have a lot of policy drivers (e.g., 

renewables) to be aware of, whereas others are less exposed (e.g., farming methane). 

 

 The architecture and governance of the program should be regarded from the perspective of risk 

management. There will be mistakes and issues so how to manage these risks and liabilities? 

Stakeholder consultation is also important to improve the success and durability of the project 

activities over time. 

 

 Drivers for the development of country specific programs are commonly cost reduction, while 

keeping the possibility of international trading. Key and structuring issues to initially consider when 

establishing an offset program are the time and resources available to invest in such 

development. 

 

 

4. Needs assessment in small break out groups 
 

Participants broke into small working groups to identify and discuss the key challenges faced in their 

respective countries. The discussions were supported by one expert and a representative of the PMR 

Secretariat who reported the outcomes of the discussions to the whole group. The key priorities brought 

to the attention of the PMR Offset Working Group include:  

 Building on existing infrastructure: 

 

- Guidance on the challenges and opportunities associated with the use of existing offset programs 

and standards, and clarification of what can and cannot be used within specific domestic country 

contexts (i.e., capacity, regulatory framework, timing issues, priority sectors etc.) 



   

 

13 
 

- Clarify which methodologies/protocols/standards have been effective under existing offset 

programs and which were not effective and why.  

 

 Scope of offset programs:  

 

- The scope is impacted by the understanding of the supply/demand for credits. Demand can be 

created by a carbon policy such as an ETS, or a carbon tax, or can be encouraged by active 

government promotion e.g., Costa Rica. Providing tools to support countries undertake 

supply/demand assessments is considered useful.  

- Guidance on the potential time and cost implications of key choices e.g., sectors not well serviced by 

existing offset standards such as transport.  

- Clarification on options for addressing additionality and double counting.  

 

 Development of domestic offset protocols: 

 

- Review international experience for offset protocol development, including resources involved (e.g., 

in-house expertise vs. consultancy, local research centers).  

- Identify existing offset protocols under the sector and activities of interest. 

- How to leverage local data and regulatory context to adapt existing protocols (e.g., baseline 

standardization).  

 

 Architecture and governance of offset programs: 

 

- Identify the risks inherent to the operations of the program and the project activities (e.g., errors in 

GHG reductions calculation, non-permanence, price etc.). 

- Determine the design elements of the program necessary to mitigate these risks (e.g., invalidation 

clause, replacement buffer, price management measures etc.) to be balanced with economic 

considerations. 

- Define the governance framework accordingly (e.g., Executive Board, Third party verifiers, 

stakeholder consultation,), and capacity needed (e.g., development of accreditation procedures). 

- Guidance on the procedures for administrating and processing offset program projects, including 

cost consequences. Clarify how to reduce costs based on experience to date. 

 

 Data management and registry infrastructure:  

 

- Assessment of the different options available for a country to implement national registry and data 

management systems (e.g., outsourcing, own development, hybrid) in light of the technical, 

administrative, institutional, regulatory, and economic context.  

 
Participants also expressed interest in an online exchange platform where countries could raise 

questions on specific technical subjects and receive feedback from other participants and/or experts. 
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This feedback was presented to the PRM Offset Working Group by the PMR Secretariat during a dinner 

that took place on March 3, 2014. The presentation is available at the following link: 

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/OWG_Dinner_Deliverables.pdf  

 

5. Conclusion and next steps 
 
The workshop ended with a clarification by Ms. Felicity Spors and Mr. Pierre Guigon (PMR Secretariat) 

regarding the next steps (see Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3 - Process and Timetable for the PMR Technical Work Program on Offsets

 

Source: PMR Secretariat

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/OWG_Dinner_Deliverables.pdf


 
 

Annex I – Agenda and Presentations 

South-South Exchange: Developing Domestic Offset Schemes 
Agenda 

Mexico City, Mexico 
March 2, 2014 

With financial support from the United Kingdom’s Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), 

this workshop will provide PMR Implementing Country Participants and invited experts an opportunity 

to exchange their experiences on designing, developing, and implementing domestic offset programs. 

Workshop Objectives 

 Share experiences and lessons associated with designing and developing offset programs within 

PMR Implementing Country Participants;  

 Identify similarities and differences related to the design, function, and domestic contexts in which 

offset programs operate in order to enhance understanding of emerging good practice; and 

 Identify common operational and design challenges and the means for overcoming them in 

accordance with specific country contexts.  

 

1. Opening and Introduction 

Workshop Facilitator: Mr. Luis Muñozcano 

8:30 Registration: Welcome coffee and badge pick-up 

9:00 

Opening remarks  

- Workshop Objectives and Agenda – Ms. Xueman Wang, PMR Secretariat 

- Tour de Table 

2. Domestic Offset Programs Close Up 

Building on experiences with the CDM, some developing countries are designing their own domestic offset 

schemes. Different drivers spur these schemes: some programs are being developed to build and maintain a 

foundation for a domestic carbon market; others are developed to manage the costs of a carbon pricing 

instrument implemented as either a national ETS or carbon tax. The design of these programs reflects countries’ 

national circumstances and the interplay of the offset program with other elements of national climate policy. In 

this segment, representatives from emerging offset programs will present the rational, objectives, status, short - 

and medium-term direction, and challenges facing the development of their programs. 

9:30 

- China – Mr. Wang Shu, National Development and Reform Commission  

- Costa Rica – Mr. Felipe De León, Programa Acción Clima Dirección de Cambio Climático 

- California – Ms. Brieanne Aguila, California’s Air Resources Board  

- Québec – Mr. Francis Beland-Plante, Ministry for Sustainable Development 

11:30 Coffee Break 

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/China%27s%20domestic%20offset%20scheme%20-20140226_0.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/Costa%20Rica%20-%20Carbon%20Market.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/ARB%20Offsets%20PMR%20webinar%202014%20FINAL_Mexico.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/Quebec%20-%20Offset%20System.pdf
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11:45 
- South Africa – Mr. Mkhuthazi Steleki, Department of Environmental Affairs 

-  Mexico – Ms. Soffía Alarcón Díaz, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources  

12:45 Lunch 

3. Review of International Experience in Establishing Offset Program 

14:00  
- Summary of PMR Offset Working Group Discussions – Ms. Felicity C. Spors, PMR 

Secretariat  

14:15  
- International Experience with Offset Programs: Options for Discussion – Mr. Randal 

Spalding-Fecher, PMR Expert 

4. Break-out Group Discussion: Offset Program Specifics in Relation to the 3C Principles of Credibility, 
Consistency, and Compatibility 

15:00 

- Break-out groups: In general, all offset programs seek to adhere to the principles of 
environmental integrity and economic efficiency. Different options exist for offset program 
design in terms of governance structure, program scope, the GHG calculation standards 
applied, and project cycles (i.e., MRV, validation, and verification procedures and 
stakeholder participation). These options have an impact on the operationalization of the 
principles of environmental integrity and economic efficiency. Participants will break into 
groups to discuss their understanding of the 3C principles and may want to consider the 
following questions:  

 How can countries build on the offset experience and capacity gained from the CDM, JI, 
and VER markets within their specific national contexts? 

 Which elements of the “existing offset regimes governance structures” can be applied in 
order to develop cost effective and efficient processes (e.g., registry, certification agency, 
tracking tools, and enforcement measures) for national offset programs that also live up to 
the 3C principles?  

 How can the established standards and methodologies be tailored to national 
circumstances (i.e., sectors, data availability, and cost considerations) without 
compromising the 3C principles? 

16:00 Coffee Break 

16:15 
- Feedback from Break-out Groups: Participants will come back together as one group to 

discuss outcomes from the break-out sessions. 

http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/South%20Africa_Offsets%20Presentation_0.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/Mexico%20-%20Towards%20a%20Climate%20Market.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/PMR%20Secretariat%20-%20Offset%20WG%20Scope%20of%20Work.pdf
http://www.thepmr.org/system/files/documents/South-South%20Exchange%20International%20Experience%20with%20Offsets_0.pdf
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5. Plenary: Prioritizing Common Issues in Domestic Offset Design 

17:00 
Round table discussion to identify the top issues that need to be addressed when developing offset 

programs 

17:45 Workshop Wrap-up: Conclusions and Next Steps 

 


