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Vote for California II (March 
2014)

Vote for California II was an online survey 
targeted at members of the California carbon 
community and conducted in March 2014. The 
survey was open from Monday, Mar 3, to Friday, 
Mar 15, spanning two business weeks. Although 
personal and contact details were obtained from 
respondents for the purposes of participant 
verification, the survey itself was conducted on an 
as-anonymous basis, with the identities of the 
respondents used neither to analyze results nor to 
exclude any participant or section of data.

Survey questions

Question 1: The February 2014 current auction 
cleared at $11.48. The day before, the V2014 
December delivery closed at $12.20 on the 
InterContinental Exchange. How close was a 
spread of $0.72 to what you expected?

• I expected a larger spread (clearing $11.34 - 
$11.43)

• I expected a similar spread (clearing $11.44 - 
$11.53)

• I expected a slightly smaller spread (clearing 
$11.54 - $11.63)

• I expected a significantly smaller spread 
(clearing >$11.63)

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 2: Which of the following will exert the 
greatest influence on CCA market behavior 
between now and the end of 2014? 

• Emission-related factors (e.g. economic 
performance; industry dynamics; weather)

• Compliance-related factors (e.g. surrender 
obligations; entry of CP2 entities in the market)

• Policy-related factors (e.g. post-2020 provisions; 
debates over Senate bills; industry/EPA 
regulation)

• Price-related factors (e.g. reactions to short-term 
shifts; increased volatility)

• Offsets-related factors (e.g. rate of offset supply; 
invalidations; confidence in offset market)

• Influence of other jurisdictions (e.g. maturity of 
Quebec linkage; policy signals from RGGI, 
Pacific jurisdictions, or China)

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 3: Which of the following would most 
greatly strengthen the California  cap-and-trade 
market beyond 2014?

• Continued economic recovery

• Clear indications regarding midterm emissions 
targets and plans

• Federa l regulat ion complementary to 
California’s emission reduction aims

• Market linkage with more programs

• R e f i n e m e n t o f e x i s t i n g p r i c e c o n t r o l 
mechanisms

• Enlargement of the offset program

• Measures to increase speculation and presence 
of risk capital

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 4: Is 2017 too  late to declare a midterm 
emission reduction target?

• Yes

• No

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 5: Should the market be concerned 
about Senator Darrell Steinberg's attempt to 
remove the transportation fuels sector from the 
cap-and-trade program?

• Yes, the removal of the fuels sector would be a 
big blow to the program

• Yes, even if the bill is unlikely to  go through, the 
current uncertainty will have undesirable effects

• No, the market has been functioning without 
the fuels sector till  now, and can continue to do 
so in future

• No, the belief is widespread that the bill is 
highly unlikely to go through

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 6: Which of the following poses the 
greatest challenge to the trade in offsets?

• Modest CCA prices

• Insufficient supply

• The liability question and the threat of 
invalidation

• Lack of transparency and market information

• Not sure/Can’t comment
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Question 7: Should the ARB consider increasing 
the 8-percent cap on offset utilization?

• Yes, it would create more liquidity and 
investment in the offset market

• Yes, but only if the additional volume is 
contributed by in-state offsets

• Yes, but only as a fix in the event of an 
allowance shortage

• No, 8 percent is a good limit

• No, 8 percent is already too much

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 8: Would California  be able to - or 
should it - participate in a  sector-limited emissions 
trading market, such as an enlarged RGGI 
program, which may result from anticipated EPA 
regulations?

• Yes

• Only as an interim arrangement while a  more 
comprehensive cap-and-trade system is worked 
out

• No

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Question 9: Will the recent agreement between 
the four Pacific jurisdictions lead eventually to a 
regional emissions trading market?

• Yes

• Partially, with one or two  parties pursuing a 
different system of emission reduction 
management

• An emissions trading market involving these 
jurisdictions will arise by other means/
frameworks

• No, other state-based ETS’ may emerge, but will 
remain unlinked to California’s

• No, California will remain the only Pacific 
jurisdiction with an ETS for the foreseeable 
future

• Not sure/Can’t comment

Survey demographics

A total of 50 respondents participated in Vote for 
California  II, a decrease of 10.7% on the 56 who 
had taken part in Vote for California I (5.2) in 
October 2013. In order to help with the analysis of 
results, respondents were asked to  select from a 

list the spheres of involvement which applied to 
themselves. This allowed us to break answers 
down by category of respondent. There was no 
limit on the number of categories respondents 
could assign to  themselves. The categories were 
as follows:

• Compliance: Stakeholders whose involvement 
in the program concerns buying instruments to 
account for the carbon emissions of their firm

• Brokerage: Stakeholders whose involvement in 
the program concerns the origination and/or 
facilitation of instrument sale and transaction

• Capital: Stakeholders whose involvement in the 
program concerns directing investment into the 
trade of instruments, complementary initiatives 
to the program, and/or offset projects

• Consultancy: Stakeholders who provide market 
and/or program analysis for other stakeholders 
belonging to other categories in this list

• Offset Development: Stakeholders who 
originate and/or manage offset projects, 
possibly including the transaction of offset 
credits

• Offset Verification/Regulation: Stakeholders 
who help regulate the offset program and/or 
verify emission reductions from offset projects, 
i.e. whose main involvement in the offset 
program does not involve the management of 
invested capital

• Legal Services: Stakeholders who apply legal 
expertise to one or more of program design, 
compliance, or instrument transaction

• Regulatory Support, NGOs, Industry 
Associations, Advocacy Groups: A broad 
coalition of non-profits that seeks to represent 
the interests of other stakeholders, including 
indirect program participants

• Research – Academic: Stakeholders who 
engage in research of market or program issues 
for academic purposes

• Research – Non-Academic: Stakeholders who 
engage in research, possibly commercial, of 
market or program issues for application in 
industry or policy-making

• Media/Press: Stakeholders whose work 
concerns the dissemination of information and 
analysis regarding program or market issues

• Not a direct participant in California cap and 
trade: Stakeholders who play one of the 
functions above primarily in a market or 
program other than California’s
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Since participants were allowed to declare more 
than one role, the sum of the number of 
respondents from each category exceeds 50. A 
total of 29  participants declared one category of 
involvement; a total of 12 participants declared 
two; a total of 7 participants declared three; and 2 
participants declared four. As such, there were a 
total of 82 categories for 50 respondents.

Analytical methodology: a quick note

O w i n g t o t h i s m a n n e r o f r e s p o n d e n t 
categorization, it was important to be alert for 
instances of double-counting in the breakdown 
and analysis of results. For instance, while it was 
possible to analyze the proportion within a 
category of respondent to have chosen a 
particular answer, it was not possible to break 
down a  group of respondents choosing a 
particular answer into their underlying categories, 
since several of these respondents would have 
assigned themselves multiple stakeholder 
categories, and the number of categories 
assigned usually differed from respondent to 
respondent within the sample. 

To give an example, a case could be made by 
observing that while 80% of compliance 
stakeholders who entered choices for question 6 
felt modest CCA prices were constraining the 
trade in offsets, only 33% of stakeholders from the 
capital group concurred, with the majority there 
considering invalidation to  be a bigger problem. 
However, breaking down the 24 stakeholders who 
felt modest CCA prices were constraining the 
offset trade into  different stakeholder groups 

would not make sense because some of these 
respondents would be counted in more than one 
category. Unless we assigned weights to each 
participant’s vote depending on the number of 
categories they assigned themselves (so someone 
who declared three categories would contribute 
0.33 to each of the concerned categories, for 
example), this would be a largely erroneous 
calculation. Yet performing such a step would be 
laborious given the context and the survey size.

On the other hand, it was often intriguing and 
even illuminating to simply compare the 
percentages of various stakeholder groupings 
that selected a particular answer. For example, 
only 33.3% of compliance stakeholders felt 2017 
would be too late to declare midterm targets, 
versus a survey average of 67.3%, or a more 
pronounced 72.7% for the offset developers and 
76.9% for the consultants.  This is hence a staple 
mode of analysis throughout this report.

Another type of analysis that was frequently used 
involved the comparison of respondents’  answers 
to two separate questions. In some cases, it was 
possible to suggest conditional relationships 
between the positions taken by participants on 
two  discrete topics. For example, respondents 
who see emissions-related factors relating most 
strongly to market behavior (question 2) arguably 
had higher price expectations going into the most 
recent auctions (question 1) than those who  see 
obligations-related factors relating most strongly 
to market behavior. In other cases, making such 
cross-comparisons helped to  put particular 
findings in perspective; although 23 of the 50 
respondents felt the ARB should consider 
increasing the eight percent offset usage 
limitation so as to  increase liquidity and 
investment in offsets  (question 7), only 4 of these 
23 also felt that an expanded offset program was 
of greater medium-to-long term importance to 
the program than, say, clearer midterm targets or 
continued economic recovery (question 3).

Before proceeding to the analysis  of results, it is 
important to  make the disclaimer that where there 
is  discussion in this report of trends and patterns 
either across or within the various categories of 
respondent, these trends and patterns reflect on 
the 50 respondents who  participated, and not 
necessarily the entirety of the wider world of 

Vote for California II Survey Report

CaliforniaCarbon.info          3



California  carbon. While 50 is a decent-sized 
sample that can provide mileage for analytical 
study, there are several shortcomings to 
acknowledge in the respondent pool. 

Firstly, there are approximately 350 compliance 
entities in the first period of California cap and 
trade, and 6 is a far smaller proportion of the 
market size than perhaps 14 is for the contingent 
of consultants involved in the program, or 12 for 
the category of offset developers. The legal 
sector, with 3, is another which is  potentially 
under-represented in this survey. While there are 
several highly intriguing trends noticed in the 
answers from these respondents, it should be at 
the observer’s  discretion whether to assume these 
trends are representative to any degree – even for 
the more generously represented segments of 
the cap-and-trade population – of true sentiment.

Secondly, the small size of many of these 
individual categories increases the effect that any 
single voter can have upon the apparent 
distribution of answers to the question. In some 
cases we have clubbed categories together 
where it may make sense to do so, such as with 
the academic and non-academic research 
contingents, or with the two offset-related 
categories when taking on topics from particular 
angles. In other cases we have respected the 
integrity of the original categorizations which 
respondents assigned to themselves. For the sake 
of expediency, when analyzing distributions 
within respondent categories, we focus on 
categories with over 5 respondents, namely: 
compliance (6), capital (12), consultancy (14), 
o f f s e t d e v e l o p m e n t ( 1 2 ) , a n d i n d u s t r y 
associations/NGOs/regulatory support (9). We 
also highlight instances where distributions within 
some of the less populous categories deviate 
prominently from the survey-wide norm, with the 
caveat that these might be instances of individual 
voters having a magnified effect within a  small 
sample size.

Thirdly, these categories overlap and are self-
assigned. What one person defines as capital 
involvement in an offset project another person 
may define as offset project development; the 
logic behind allowing respondents to select 
multiple categories is that in such instances they 
may select both options if applicable. Yet this 

does not change the fact that we have only the 
self-judgment of respondents to  go on, and any 
attempt to make sense of these results should 
remain aware of this.

Question one – pre-auction price expectations

Q1. The Feb 2014 current auction cleared at 
$11.48. The day before, the V2014 Dec 

delivery closed at $12.20 on ICE. How close 
was a spread of $0.72 to what you expected?

 

I expected a larger spread (clearing $11.34-11.43)

I expected a similar spread (clearing $11.44-$11.53)

I expected a slightly smaller spread (clearing $11.54-
$11.63)

I expected a significantly smaller spread (clearing >
$11.63)

Not sure/Can't comment

 
Question one was intended to be a direct 
question about pre-auction clearing price 
expectations. However, that 28% of respondents 
indicated they were unsure – the highest 
percentage across all the questions in the survey – 
s u g g e s t s t h e a n s w e r m a y n o t b e a s 
straightforward. In general, in an efficient market, 
the auction should trade at a slight discount to the 
prevailing secondary market price. In the last two 
auctions (August and November 2013) however, 
the current vintage has cleared at varying 
discounts of $1.28  and $0.22 respectively to the 
ICE benchmark contract of the day before 
auction. In the August 2013 edition, the auction 

28%

20% 30%

12%

10%
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served to realign prices in the secondary market, 
with a  90-cent plunge on ICE taking place on 
results day. In November, there was no 
discernible secondary market price reaction, 
suggesting that the auctions may have cleared at 
the ideal spread.

[Question from Oct 2013 survey] What do you 
expect as the clearing price at the Nov 2013 

auction?
 

Above prevailing secondary range (of $12.00-$12.20)

Above prevailing secondary range (of $12.00-$12.20)

Below prevailing secondary range

At or close to floor price

Not sure/Can't comment

 
When we asked survey respondents last October 
about their expectations for the auction in the 
subsequent month, the largest group – 39.3% - 
indicated they expected clearing to take place 
close to but not above the prevailing secondary 
range. A smaller group – 28.5% - expected 
clearing between the floor and the prevailing 
secondary range.

While both these considerations might lead one 
to place the ‘normal’ primary-secondary spread in 
the region of 20-40 cents, it seems survey 
respondents had expectations of a larger spread 
this time around. The largest group (30%)  put the 
spread in the 57-66 cent range, while only 20% 
anticipated a spread of 56 cents or smaller. 52% 

20%

21%

7%

39%

13%

of all respondents (and 72% of those who gave 
substantive answers) expected a spread of at least 
57 cents, with 10% expecting spreads of up to 86 
cents at the price floor.

There are several factors which should inform our 
consideration of these results. Firstly, there is a 
tendency post-event to confirm the fact, and the 
way in which the options were presented might 
not have helped counteract this  tendency. 
Stakeholders may subconsciously have revised 
their ‘pre-auction expectations’ on the basis of the 
underwhelming auction results (particularly a bid 
ratio  of 1.27 – a mere 51% of the 2.47 that was 
seen a year ago in February 2013).

Secondly, this may not have been a ‘normal’ 
auction, since the destabilizing rumor of 
Steinberg’s bill (to remove transportation fuels – 
due to come into compliance in the second 
period – from cap and trade)  made its rounds on 
the morning of auction day. Stakeholders may 
have revised their perceived pre-auction 
expectations, ex post, to account for this ‘shock’ 
effect.  Question 5 on the Steinberg bill provides 
an opportunity to examine this idea further, but 
any evidence of correlation with answers to 
question 1 is  inconclusive. This graph charts the 
percentage of respondents choosing each of the 
four options for question 1, to  have indicated in 
question 5 that the bill should be a cause for 
market concern. While the 66.7% of respondents 
with price expectations $11.44-$11.53 decreases 
to 53.3% in the next price band ($11.54-$11.63), 
the largest percentage of all – 70% - was in fact 
seen amongst respondents who thought prices 
would clear above $11.63.
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Breaking the answers down by category of 
respondent may provoke one or two  interesting 
thoughts. While all compliance respondents 
expected prices would clear higher than they did, 
we do not know if these were respondents who 
participated in the auction, which precludes any 
further analysis. It was interesting to see that apart 
from compliance entities, the NGOs were the only 
other major group not to  have representatives 
expecting clearing at the floor. We also note that 
compliance entities, consultants, capital, and 
offset developers all had greater proportions of 
voters expecting clearing above $11.63, than the 
survey average of 20%. For offset developers, the 
other extreme was also true: 22.2% of 
respondents who answered expected clearing 
within nine cents of the floor. Question 6 explored 
in greater detail the relationship between CCA 
prices and the fortunes of the offset market.

Question two – short-term market behavior

Q2. Which of the following will exert the 
greatest influence on CCA market behaviour 

between now and the end of 2014?
 

2%

2%

2%

8%

24%

40%

22%

Emission-related factors (e.g. economic performance; 
industry dynamics; weather)

Compliance-related factors (e.g. surrender obligations; 
entry of CP2 entities into market)

Policy-related factors (e.g. post-2020 provisions; 
debates over Senate bills; industry/EPA regulation)

Price-related factors (e.g. reactions to short- term 
shifts; increased volatility)

Offsets-related factors (e.g. rate of offset supply; 
invalidations; confidence in offset market)

Influence of other jurisdictions (e.g. maturity of Quebec 
linkage; policy signals from RGGI, WCI, or China

Not sure/Can't comment

 
This survey observed the popular dichotomy 
between ‘long-term’  price drivers and ‘short-term’ 
behavioral influences. Question 2 was about the 
latter, and is lent context by events in 2014. In 
January 2014, a combination of drought reports 
and (to  a smaller extent probably)  the possible 
discovery of true 2013 emissions levels acted 
upon the secondary market, and led to  a 
sustained, gradual price climb of sixty cents for 
the ICE benchmark over the ten-day Jan 13 to Jan 
23 period. 22% of respondents felt such factors 
would continue to  exert the greatest influence on 
market behavior in the rest of 2014.

The largest group of respondents (40%), however, 
voted for compliance-related factors, reflecting a 
commonly-heard expectation that the surrender 
obligations in November will increase activity 
and/or prices towards the end of the year.

In between now and November, there are several 
developments anticipated on the policy front. The 
EPA will present its plans for the regulation of 
emissions from existing power generation sources 
in June, and these may impact both the power 
sector’s role in California  cap and trade, as well as 
possible market linkages should a federal or 
regional power program emerge. Then the fates 
of two bills (one by Lara and Pavley to mandate 
ARB to  announce a midterm reduction schedule 
by January 1, 2016, and the aforementioned 
Steinberg bill)  are likely to be known in Q3. These 
are expected to be the main policy movers, along 
with other discussions such as cement importers 
or changes to industry assistance factors for 2015. 
24% of respondents thought these would be the 
most crucial behavioral influences in 2014.
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Only 8% thought volatility itself would have the 
l a r g e s t e f f e c t o n p r i c e a n d / o r m a r k e t 
participation, which reflects perceptions that this 
is  presently a stable market in equilibrium. Even 
fewer respondents thought the market needs to 
watch for the impact of further program linkages 
or offsets. In the latter case, it might reflect either 
that few expect invalidation or short supply to be 
a problem, or a prevailing notion that insufficient 
emphasis is being placed on offsets for it to  be a 
decisive influence in 2014. Possibly both.

It appears that what respondents considered to 
be the main source of market behavioral influence 
did affect their price expectations for the auction. 
This might have to do  with the timelines to  which 
factors such as emissions, obligations, and policy 
movements are geared. No respondent that 
expected clearing within nine cents of the floor 
attached greatest importance to emissions, versus 
16.7% of those who expected $11.44-$11.53, but 
32% of those who expected $11.54 and above. 
The prominence of emissions concerns in January 
might have heightened price expectations 
heading into  a February auction. On the contrary, 
the percentage of respondents who attached 
greatest importance to obligations decreased as 
we move up the price bands: $11.34-11.43 (60%); 
$11.44-11.53 (50%); $11.54- 11.63 (33.3%); >
$11.63 (20%). This may reflect expectations of a 
slow start, with a pick-up expected as the market 
moves closer to the time obligations are due in 
November.

There is some divergence in the distribution of 
answers within each respondent category, 
although any significance of this is  not 
immediately clear. 50% of compliance entities 
indicated that emissions were more important 
than surrender obligations, which only garnered 
16.7% of their votes. While this may suggest that 
those who  actually face the obligations are not 
expecting as much market activity near the 
surrender dates, it should also  be remembered 
that other stakeholders may in fact have a broader 
experience and expertise in carbon markets, and 
as such the scenario that compliance entities 
expect may not materialize, even though they 
technically lead obligation-related demand.

In terms of those attaching greatest importance to 
emissions, consultants (28.6%)  and NGOs/
associations (22.2%)  are just above the survey 
average of 22%, while capital (8.3%) and offset 
developers (9.1%)  tended to  attach importance to 
other factors instead. It is not immediately clear 
either why the percentage of offset developers 
attaching greatest importance to obligations 
(54.5%) should significantly exceed the survey 
average of 40%.
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Q3. Which of the following would most greatly 
strengthen the California cap-and-trade 

market beyond 2014?

Continued economic recovery

Clear indications regarding midterm emission reduction 
targets and plans

Federal regulation complementary to California's 
emission reduction aims

Market linkage with more programs

Refinement of existing price control mechanisms

Enlargement of the offset program

Measures to increase speculation and presence of risk 
capital

Not sure/Can't comment

For the question on long-term price drivers, 
respondents were given a choice between several 
factors thought to be capable of influencing the 
demand-supply balance beyond the end of 2014. 
The most popular choice of all by a large margin 
was clear midterm emission targets, which 
received 46% of the votes. In February 2014, the 
ARB released the version of its  First Update to the 
Scoping Plan that will go to a vote in the spring. 
From this Update, many stakeholders understood 
2017 to be a target year for the ARB to determine 
a midterm reduction plan along with any 
associated targets. Having promises that the cap 
will continue to  be ratcheted down past 2020 
would give investors confidence in the future of 
compliance instruments, including credits from 
offset projects. Having a clear emissions schedule 
would allow market participants to determine 
their strategy and take positions. A lack of 
confidence, and participants’  inability to  take 

6%4%
10%

12%

8% 46%

14%

strategic positions, both as a result of a lack of 
post-2020 clarity, is held by many to  hold back 
demand for instruments at a time when the 
market is already too generously supplied.

14% of respondents picked continued economic 
recovery, since greater levels of economic activity 
conceivably generate more emissions and 
demand in the market. Another 12% picked 
linkage with other programs, which would 
enlarge California’s program and bring certain 
advantages, including but not limited to: greater 
protection against price volatility; greater 
efficiency in sourcing abatement opportunities; 
reduced opportunities for leakage; greater 
opportunities to share knowledge and expertise.

10% picked an enlarged offset program, the 
advantages of which may include: greater/wider 
dispersion of the program’s environmental and 
financial benefit; increased cost containment; a 
more efficient offset market. 8% picked 
complementary federal regulation, which could 
conceivably bring the prospect either of getting 
other US states to collaborate with California, or 
politically strengthening California cap and trade 
if the emissions trading scheme becomes the 
state’s  chosen pathway to comply with a federal 
directive. 6% were unsure, and 4% voted for 
measures to increase capital presence and 
speculation. No respondents thought price 
controls to  be the most important program aspect 
to be changed as we move forwards.

The profiles for the distribution of votes within 
each respondent category tend to  match up to 
the general profile for the distribution of votes 
across all respondents. There are a few 
exceptions. A larger- than-average proportion 
(66.7%, versus 48.9% survey-wide who provided 
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substantive answers)  of compliance entities felt 
that midterm targets were of greatest importance, 
perhaps reflecting the need for post-2020 
certainties to be built into compliance strategies. 
75% of researchers – academic and non- 
academic combined – came to that same 
conclusion. It was interesting to note that 50% of 
brokers felt that linkages are the best way to 
strengthen California cap and trade in the 
medium-to-long term, although a sample size of 4 
might suggest the chances of this being an 
anomalous reading are high.

Question four – midterm targets

Q4. Is 2017 too late to declare a midterm 
emission reduction target?

As discussed in the section on question 3, a  good 
number of market participants have interpreted 
the proposed First Update to the Scoping Plan to 
mean there will be no  midterm target until 2017. 
This question asks respondents whether waiting 
till 2017 to set a midterm schedule would have 
detrimental effects on the market or program.

An overwhelming majority (66%) felt that midterm 
plans are needed before 2017, perhaps for 
reasons covered in the section above. 32% - a not 
insignificant number – felt that a midterm target 
before 2017 is not an absolute necessity, and the 
program may be better off if policy-makers took 
the time to carefully study the merits of various 
emission reduction trajectories and regulatory 
options before giving the market any firm 
commitments. Only 2% - a single respondent – 
did not provide a substantive answer.

2%

32%

66%

Yes No Not sure/Can’t comment

From this graphic, it appears that stakeholder 
categories with direct involvement in the market 
produced larger percentages of respondents 
answering ‘Yes’  than stakeholder categories with 
less direct market involvement. Capital (66.7%), 
consultancy (76.9%), and offset development 
(72.7%) all witnessed greater percentages than 
the NGOs (44.4%). It may reflect the presence of a 
market imperative for midterm certainties. The 
outcome for compliance entities is interesting. 
That 66.7% thought 2017 would not be too late – 
the same percentage which thought midterm 
targets would most greatly strengthen the market 
– suggests that the respondents sampled would 
prefer the regulators to ensure any mid- term plan 
or approach is well-designed and comprehensive, 
rather than rushed out prematurely. The outcome 
for the legal sector is also included – 66.7% 
answered ‘No’. Given it is likely that regulators 
(and others in the program)  will feel the need to 
obtain legislative approval for post-2020 policy, 
the answers from the legal sector may reflect a 
belief either that the process of securing 
legislative approval can be done fairly quickly 
following the publication of the policy, or that it 
may be done simultaneously while the new 
regulation is being drafted (perhaps even through 
the Pavley and Lara bill this year).
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While more than half the respondents who 
answered ‘Yes’ to question 4 (17 of 33, 51.5%) 
also felt midterm targets were of greatest 
importance to  the market, it should be noted that 
a not insignificant number who answered 
question 3 by attaching greatest importance to 
midterm targets felt that 2017 would be a suitable 
time to receive these targets  (6 of 23, 26.1%). The 
answers to question 4 should lend perspective to 
interpretation of the answers to question 3; not all 
who believe in the importance of midterm targets 
feel that they are an urgent pre-2017 need.

Question five – the Steinberg bill

Q5. Should the market be concerned about 
Senator Darrell Steinberg's attempt to remove 

the transportation fuels sector from the cap- 
and-trade program?

 

Yes, the removal of the fuels sector would be a big 
blow to the program

Yes, even if the bill is unlikely to go through, the current 
uncertainty will have undesirable effects

No, the market has been functioning without the fuels 
sector till now, and can continue to do so in future

No, the belief is widespread that the bill is highly 
unlikely to go through

Not sure/Can't comment

 
This was an attempt to ask two questions 
simultaneously. Firstly, respondents had to decide 
whether they thought the bill  was more likely or 
unlikely to go through. Options 1 and 3 imply the 
successful passage of the bill, whereas options 2 

2%

34%

4%
36%

24%

and 4 suggest that the bill  will  not be passed. 
Secondly, based on their chosen scenario, 
respondents had to consider whether the bill 
would have a negative impact on the market. For 
example, option 1 suggests that the program will 
be hit hard if the bill is  passed, whereas option 3 
suggests cap and trade can continue to survive 
without the direct participation of transportation 
fuels distributors. As a result, the answers could 
be further subcategorized into two.

The scenario which respondents at large thought 
more likely was that the bill would not be passed, 
with a  total of 35 respondents (70%) selecting 
options 2 and 4. Within this scenario, just over half 
the respondents (18 of 35, 51.4%)  felt that the 
mere fact of the bill will create significant 
uncertainty in the market until such time as the 
prospect of excluding fuels can be definitively 
dismissed. Just under half the respondents (17 of 
3 5 , 4 8 . 6 % )  f e l t t h a t a w i d e s p r e a d 
acknowledgement of the unlikelihood of the bill 
being passed meant that market confidence was 
unlikely to suffer too greatly in the intervening 
period. In order to be passed, Steinberg’s bill 
requires a two-third majority in both houses of 
legislature before the fall.
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Within the group of 14 respondents (28%) that 
chose options 1 and 3, however, there was a clear 
majority opinion in terms of whether the 
anticipated eventuality would have a negative 
impact on the market. 12, or 85.7% of this 
subcategory, felt that the loss of the fuels sector – 
worth 38% of emissions from covered sectors in 
2012 and a disproportionately large share of 
market demand owing to their zero-allocation 
status – would be a big challenge for the cap-and-
trade market to recover from. 2 respondents, or 
14.3% of this group, felt that the participation of 
the fuels sector thus far in the market has been 
limited anyway since they don’t face surrender 
obligations until November 2016, and so the 
market may not lose out from their exclusion. 
Players in the oil and gas sector are known to 
engage in hedging and speculation, and given 
that many transportation fuels distributors are 
either affiliated to  firms with obligations under the 
petroleum refineries sector, or are themselves so, 
the majority of respondents have eschewed the 
interpretation in option 3.

In total, 60 percent of respondents felt that – 
whether or not the bill passes – it creates concern 
for the market, while 38 percent of respondents 
were less pessimistic regarding its effects. 2 
percent – 1 respondent – was not sure.

This graphic breaks down answers by category of 
respondent. At a glance, it appears that 100% of 
brokers are concerned about the bill – 75% 
because they anticipate it being passed. A 
comparable proportion of researchers – 62.5% - 
came to the same conclusion. On the other hand, 
only 50% of capital is concerned by the bill. As 
much as 43.3% of this group is certain of a 
prevalent dismissive attitude which cushions 
market impact, a  percentage which is also seen 
among the offset developers. The offset industry 
is  one which would be hard hit by the contraction 
of the program, since maximum theoretical offset 
demand is a  direct proportion of cap size, while 
t h e r e m o v a l o f t r a n s p o r t f u e l s w o u l d 
disproport ionately af fect the prof i le of 
compliance entity (risk-seeking, with large 
obligations) that has hitherto  proven more willing 
to use offsets. It is thus encouraging to see that a 
significant chunk of offset developers are 
exhibiting such confidence in a positive outcome.
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It may be worth attempting to  correlate the 
answers to  questions 3 and 5, by grouping the 
o p t i o n s t o q u e s t i o n 3 i n t o ‘ i n t r i n s i c 
considerations’, which include the need to set 
midterm targets, economic recovery in California, 
enlarging the offset program, or enacting 
measures to  encourage speculation, and ‘extrinsic 
considerations’, which include linking with more 
programs and a loosely-defined option based 
around conducive federal regulation (such as may 
lead to collaboration on a broader level). ‘Intrinsic 
considerations’  do not add new sources of 
compliance demand, even if they may strengthen 
or weaken the demand for either or both the 
instrument types in California. ‘Extrinsic 
considerations’ serve to  enlarge the California 
market’s geographical base, and provides more 
compliance entities.

Among the respondents who  consider the 
passage of the bill plausible and detrimental, a 
much larger proportion (41.7%) attached greatest 
i m p o r t a n c e t o e i t h e r o f t h e ‘ e x t r i n s i c 
considerations’ than the average (21.3%). This 
may suggest that much of the concern around the 
loss of the fuels sector is motivated by the 
association of the health of the program with the 
size of its compliance market. It may or may not 
suggest that finding new jurisdictions to  link with 
would help solve any problems relating to  the 
withdrawal of transportation fuels, since there is 
also a  popular school of thought that linkage 
works best between broad multi-sector programs 
(see question 8 of this survey for the reluctance to 
contract the base of the California program in 
terms of compliance sectors).

Q6. Which of the following poses the greatest 
challenge to the trade in offsets?

Offsets play an important cost containment 
function in the California  emissions trading 
scheme, as they allow compliance entities to 
count emissions that have been abated in 
approved sectors outside the cap against their 
own obligations. In order to maximize this cost 
containment effect, compliance entities need to 
be willing to use offsets up to the stipulated eight 
percent maximum of their obligations for each 
compliance period. In this sense, it could be 
encouraging that 48% of respondents believe 
flagging CCA prices to  be the major reason why 
the offset trade may not yet have hit its peak. The 
implication is that when CCA prices do ascend in 
line with the primary market floor, there should be 
greater interest in offsets.

24% of respondents – of half the number who 
picked modest CCA prices – felt that invalidation 
was the greater challenge. In some ways the two 
concerns are not unrelated. A larger potential 
spread between offset and allowance prices 
would provide more margin for compliance users 
to factor in the cost of protecting against 
invalidation risk. However, this is a 24% that feels 
the mere prospect of the market having to 
replace invalidated credits will prevent it from 
reaching its full potential, more so  than what CCA 

4%
14%

24%

10%

48%

Modest CCA prices
Insufficient supply
The liability question and the threat of invalidation
Lack of transparency and market information
Not sure/Can’t comment

Vote for California II Survey Report

CaliforniaCarbon.info          12



prices may be, since invalidation cuts into both 
project operator revenues and compliance users’ 
cost advantage.

Offsets are an infinitely variegated product 
because of liability timeframes, which means they 
do not achieved screen-based transparency as a 
traded product. That credits can be invalidated at 
all demands due diligence to be performed both 
on the project and on the verifiers who produce 
the initial OPDR. Having to expend time and effort 
to learn about credits, about projects,  and about 
the regulation is the most challenging dimension 
to the offset trade from 14% of respondents.

Only 10% chose supply constraints, which may 
suggest the majority of respondents believe the 
addition of new protocols  will be able to 
compensate even if certain operators scale back 
their investment in offset projects on the back of 
the program’s indifferent start (which they may 
not). They also  reflect confidence that whatever 
effect the regulators are said to be having on the 
supply stream – the ARB has completed early-
action-to-ARBOC conversions for less than a third 
of the projects that have been submitted for desk 
review, and many operators are looking ahead to 
the sixty-day timeframe that is imposed on the 
regulatory review process for compliance 
projects.

What do you expect ARBOC spot delivery 
prices to be in December 2014? [Vote for 

California I, Oct 2013]

18%

5%

11%

52%

14%

Below $10 $10-$13
$13-$16 Above $16
Not sure/Can’t comment

To recall a question asked in Vote for California I 
(5.2), more than half of respondents in October 
2013 indicated that they expected CCO spot 
prices to  rise to above $10 at the end of this year. 
Admittedly, this question did not specify whether 
the instrument in question was a CCO8  or CCO3, 
though prices for both are currently trading in the 
sub-$9  vicinity with a modest spread between 
them. Taken in tandem with the answer to 
question 6 of this survey, it might suggest that 
stakeholders had envisioned a program with 
slightly higher instrument prices all  round. It 
would explain why the majority felt low primary 
instrument (CCA)  prices are holding back the 
trade in offsets, if the market had configured itself 
for higher CCA and CCO prices. It would be 
interesting to see if there would be any change in 
outcome if we asked this question again.

There are two respondent categories in this 
survey that relate to offsets – offset development, 
and offset verification, registry, and other support 
services. Combining the two categories (17 
respondents)  and comparing the distribution of 
answers against those of respondents who  fall 
into neither category (the remaining 33, but 31 
upon exclusion of non-substantive answers) 
proved that the general answer profiles were 
similar, with comparable proportions of 
respondents from within and outside the offsets 
industry being most concerned by invalidation 
(23.5% and 25.8%) or by supply constraints 
(11.8% and 9.7%). However, a smaller proportion 
of ‘non-offset’  stakeholders (41.9%) than offset 
sector players (64.7%) indicated CCA prices to  be 
the biggest perceived challenge. This shortfall is 
made up in the non- offset segment by 
respondents who suggested lack of transparency 
and information as the biggest challenge (22.6%) 
– a wholly non-existent category for the offset 

Vote for California II Survey Report

CaliforniaCarbon.info          13



sector players. This may suggest that the 
informational barriers to  entry faced by potential 
buyers of offset credits may be more formidable 
than the sellers realize.

There are two  somewhat striking observations 
from this graphic. Firstly, as much as 80% of 
compliance respondents indicated that CCA 
prices were the main reason they thought the 
offset trade has yet to approach its  peak. No 
compliance respondent attached greatest 
importance to invalidation or supply issues. This 
might reflect that price is the ultimate deciding 
factor. Secondly, 50% of the voting capital 
investors were most concerned by the prospect of 
invalidation. This may suggest an uncertainty over 
how to  price invalidation risk at origination level 
when assessing a putative project’s ten-year 
margins, since at this level immediate CCA prices 
might be less of a worry.

Question seven – the cap on offset usage

Q7. Should the ARB consider increasing the 8- 
percent cap on offset utilization?

 

Yes, it would create more liquidity and investment in 
the offset market

Yes, but only if the additional volume is contributed by 
in- state offsets

Yes, but only as a fix in the event of an allowance 
shortage

No, 8 percent is a good limit

No, 8 percent is already too much

Not sure/Can't comment

 
An emphatic 46% of respondents believed the 
ARB should consider increasing the 8-percent cap 
on offset utilization if it would create more 
liquidity and investment in the offset market. 
Bringing the cap up would allow many entities 
with smaller obligations to participate in this 
market, since there is often a decreasing marginal 
cost to  transaction, second-verification, acquiring 
market information, etc. The most willing offset 
users at present are the larger compliance 
entities, whereas even mid-sized compliance 
entities are reported to still prefer buying 
allowances from the auctions. Increasing offset 
usage also  means more return on investment for 
capital and for offset developers, which could 
incentivize further origination and thus enlarge 
the market.

12%

10%

12%

18% 2%

46%
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Only a single respondent felt any increase to the 
eight percent should be contributed by in-state 
offsets. California’s is an offset program which has 
exploited the full geographical reach of the 
contiguous USA to maximize potential,  both in 
terms of offset generation and in terms of 
dispersing its socio-environmental benefits. 
Refrigerant destruction facilities are not available 
in California to the extent they are in Ohio  or 
Arkansas, where many developers have 
conducted their projects, for which material is 
sourced from refrigerant recyclers nationwide. 
Furthermore, the Northeast has supplied forestry 
projects, while the upcoming rice cultivation 
protocol is primarily targeted at the Mid-south. 
There are suggestions of dissatisfaction at voter 
level that California businesses and households 
are bearing the costs of cap and trade while offset 
program revenues seep out into other states. 
Senate Bill 605 is an attempt to geographically 
restrict the permissible offsets in the program, 
which is exceedingly unpopular among the cap-
and-trade community, as these results  would 
suggest.

18% saw the value of increasing offset allotments 
as a short-term fix, though in practice it is unclear 
how such a measure would work. Offset 
generation cannot be ramped up and down like a 
power station, and projects such as livestock 
methane or forestry have steady crediting 
profiles, long lead times, or both. 12% would not 
consider altering the offset budget, while 10% 
would like it reduced.

It is worth referring back to question 3 to help put 
these responses into perspective. Of the 24 
respondents who think it worthwhile to explore 

increasing the usage limit, only 4 felt that an 
enlarged offset program ought to be the priority 
in the medium-to-long term. An equal number 
would prefer the program to  look at more 
linkages, while nearly double (7)  would prefer the 
certainty of a  midterm emission reduction 
schedule. The conclusion to draw might be that 
while in theory an expanded offset program is 
worth considering, in practice there could be 
more pressing issues for the program to focus on.

In general, the greatest supporters of exploring 
increased offset use and liquidity are the brokers 
(75%) and offset developers (66.7%), while 
significant portions of compliance voters (33.3%) 
and researchers (37.5%) in fact felt that an eight-
percent cap on usage was already excessive. This 
may reflect the current situation in which offsets 
are being under-utllized by some compliance 
users. There is a certain skepticism among the 
researchers in this sample towards offsets  – not a 
single respondent from that category was in favor 
of the notion that greater usage limits and 
liquidity was worth evaluating. Elsewhere, a 
significant portion of the offset support services 
group (40%) were in favor of the idea of 
increasing the cap as a ‘short-term fix’, suggesting 
a belief it may be possible to devise a regulatory 
solution that would help achieve this effect.
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Question eight – sector-limited programs

Q8. Would California be able to - or should it - 
participate in a sector-limited emissions 

trading market, such as an enlarged RGGI 
program, which may result from anticipated 

EPA regulations?

Yes

Only as an interim arrangement while a more 
comprehensive cap- and-trade scheme is worked out

No

Not sure/Can’t comment

This question produced the most even spread of 
responses in the survey, as well as the second-
largest contingent of respondents (20%) 
indicating that they were not sure of the answer. 
The prospect remains for a broad federal power-
sector emissions market to emerge from new EPA 
regulations, while the Steinberg bill adds a 
particular nuance to the topic of a broader but 
sectorally-limited program. There is suggestion in 
some quarters of a regional power-sector 
emissions market, along the lines of a RGGI, in the 
Northwest, just as Washington and Oregon are 
seeing very stiff resistance to low-carbon policy 
on the part of oil sector companies. In theory, a 
market focused on the power sector could be a 
realistic regulatory prospect.

The largest group of respondents to this question 
(28%) indicated either that they would be against 
slimming down the California program to 
broaden out its geographical base, or that such a 
prospect would simply not materialize. Many in 
California  cap and trade have spoken of the pride 
with which it is the first multi-sector emissions 

20%

28%
26%

26%

trading scheme in the country. This 28% share is 
fractionally higher than the 26% of respondents 
who felt that a sector-limited but linked program 
would be worth considering and /or stand a 
chance of taking effect, and the 26% that felt a 
sectorally-defined collaboration could be a first 
step that should lead onto broader and fuller 
linkage.

Another way to interpret these results is that 54% - 
or 67.5% of those submitting substantive votes – 
are against the long-term prospect of extricating 
California’s power generation sector for a regional 
market, a prospect supported by only 26% - or 
32.5% of those submitting substantive votes. It 
would suggest that the majority of California 
market participants believe a broad emissions 
program within the state to  be more important 
than fostering links within particular defined 
sectors, or minimizing leakage between 
jurisdictions on these sectors.

The distribution of responses at respondent 
category level produced generally similar profiles 
across the various stakeholder groupings. There 
are two  exceptions to this.  Firstly, a very small 
percentage of capital investors (8.3%, viz. average 
of 26%)  indicated they believed a narrower linked 
program would or should materialize, as 
compared to a very large percentage of the 
NGOs and associations group (66.7%) on the 
other hand. This split might support the 
suggestion that while geographically expanding 
the program would be a desirable policy 
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outcome, the uncertainty engendered by 
potentially changing or narrowing down the 
composition of the program might not be 
conducive to investor confidence or protect those 
who have already made investment in particular 
aspects of the program.

Question nine – the Pacific Coast collaborative

Q9. Should the ARB consider increasing the 8- 
percent cap on offset utilization?

 

Yes

Partially, with one or two parties pursuing a different 
system of emission reduction management

An emissions trading market involving these 
jurisdictions will arise by other devices/frameworks

No, other state-based ETS' may emerge, but remain 
unlinked to California's

No, California will remain the only Pacific jurisdiction 
with an ETS for the foreseeable future

Not sure/Can't comment

 
The Pacific Coast Action Plan on Climate and 
Energy was signed in late October 2013 between 
the four jurisdictions of California, Oregon, 
Washington, and British Columbia (BC). While 
Oregon and Washington are still  in the more 
formative stages of designing state-level low-
carbon frameworks, California and BC have taken 
alternative routes to meeting their stipulated 
emission reduction targets. While California uses 
cap and trade, BC levies a flat CAD30 carbon tax 
on defined categories of polluters, and has 
repeatedly reiterated its commitment to the 

16%

22%

2%
6%

36%

18%

carbon tax as a policy instrument, declaring it not 
just the highest carbon price in the world, but also 
a highly effective one. It is  difficult to  argue when 
the province – just like California – has managed 
to combine economic recovery with sustained 
emission reductions.

BC might be a large part of the reason why the 
most popular answer (36%) was that cap and 
trade may only partially take root in the region. 
There will be ways for BC to  participate in a 
northwest collaborative without converting to cap 
and trade. For example, BC firms may have the 
option to use offset credits to cover a portion of 
otherwise taxable emissions. These credits can 
then come from a common pool, which provides 
a price link between the various participating 
jurisdictions.

It is interesting to note that more respondents 
(22%) felt that California would be the only Pacific 
ETS than there were (18%) who felt that all four 
jurisdictions would participate in cap and trade. 
California  cap and trade has had to  survive several 
challenges from the legislature to stand where it 
does today, and there is a sense that the same 
battleground could have to be navigated in other 
states like Washington and Oregon, where 
opposition has already made opposition has 
already made itself heard.

Of the 31 respondents that felt there will be at 
least one other ETS emerging in the region, only 1 
felt that this  ETS would not link with California’s. 
This is  a vote of confidence of sorts for the 
California  program, reflecting the view that this 
program has established itself in a position of 
leadership within the region, and is a model other 
programs would look up to and want to work 
with.
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This question was perhaps one instance when not 
much of a conclusion could be drawn from 
breaking down answers into respondent 
categories. The reasons why a particular 
respondent may have felt cap-and-trade linkage 
with other Pacific jurisdictions was more or less 
likely could be too oblique to be discerned from 
the categories into which survey respondents 
were distributed.

Correlation of answers to Q8 to answers of Q9

Yes Interim No Not  sure
Yes 2 2 4 1

Par2ally 5 5 4 4
By  other  
devices

0 1 1 1

Unlinked  
ETS

0 0 1 0

No  other  
ETS

3 1 3 4

Not  sure 3 4 1 0

Neither was it too  fruitful an attempt to correlate 
answers to  questions 8  and 9. The answer choices 
for question 8  are presented horizontally, and 
those for question 9  are presented vertically, in 
this matrix. No particular combination yielded 
more than 5 votes – or 10% of the respondents. 
The one correlation that might have been 
anticipated – that the ‘other devices’  alluded to in 
the third option to question 9 are in fact EPA 
regulations that conduce a regional power sector 
emissions market – did not bear out, as none of 
the three respondents who anticipated something 
other than PCAP  forging a regional market also 
backed a  geographically-expanded program for 
power. For a pair of questions from which few 
certainties emerged, it was perhaps ironic that not 
a single respondent indicated they were ‘not sure’ 
on both issues.

Comparing uncertainties 

Simply comparing the absolute percentage values 
of the option choices that garnered the largest 
number of votes for each question does paint a 
misleading picture of which topics the market 
perhaps felt most confident in expressing a clear 
opinion on. There is both a semantic and a 
statistical reason why this would be misleading. It 
is  possible that the nuance given to a question 
may invite more uncertainty than does the 
underlying topic, or that the way in which options 

are laid out may make some choices mutually 
‘closer’  in meaning and implication than others. 
Yet it is the statistical concern that is more easily 
dealt with ex post.

We propose two ways of trying to determine 
which questions (as opposed to topics) 
respondents answered with the greatest 
collective certainty. While the first of the upward 
bars represents the absolute percentage of votes 
recorded for the most popular choice on each 
question (and suggests question 4 with 66% was 
the most emphatically answered), the second bar 
tracks the dif ference between the vote 
percentage of the winning answer and the 
hypothetical vote percentage of an equal 
distribution across all  answer choices. To take the 
example of question 4, where there were three 
answer choices including ‘not sure’, the 
percentage in an equal distribution scenario 
would be 33.3% on each choice, meaning a 
displacement of +32.7% was achieved by the 
winning answer. This is in fact a lower 
displacement than was achieved on question 3 at 
33.5%, a question on which the most popular 
choice only recorded 46% of the votes. A full list 
of these displacements is provided below, 
arranged from greatest to least, in a plausible 
pecking order of collective respondent certainty:

• Q3: Midterm targets would most strengthen the 
market beyond 2014 (+33.5%) 

• Q4: We need midterm targets earlier than 2017 
(+32.7%) 

• Q7: ARB should consider increasing the offset 
cap to boost liquidity in the program (+29.3%) 

• Q6: Modest CCA prices are the greatest 
challenge the offset trade faces (+28.0%) 

• Q2: Compliance obligations will most greatly 
affect market behavior in 2014 (+26.7%) 

• Q9: There will be cap and trade along the 
Pacific coast, but not all 4 jurisdictions will join in 
(+19.3%) 

• Q5: Senator Steinberg’s bill will not pass, but 
will adversely affect confidence in the meantime 
(+16.0%) 

• Q1: The auctions cleared at a slightly larger 
spread than expected (+10.0%) 

• Q8: California should not or would not attempt 
to participate in a sector-limited emissions 
trading program involving other jurisdictions 
(+5.0%) 
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The downward bars represent another way to 
calculate the strength of the majority opinion on 
each question. They are the average percentage 
differential of each of the three subsequent 
choices to the choice that was most popular. To 
take question 8, which had a percentage 
distribution amongst the four choices of 
28%-26%-26%-20%, the average percentage 
differential of the run-down options is calculated 
as: 

Differential on first option: (26/28)  – 1 = -7.1% 
Differential on second option: (26/28) – 1 = -7.1% 
Differential on third option: (20/28) – 1= -28.6% 
Average differential = -14.3%

This reflects that, on average, the next three 
choices were only less popular than the winning 
choice by 14.3%. The greater the value (the 
smaller the absolute value), the less emphatic the 
winning answer. - 14.3% hence represents the 
least emphatic differential in this survey. The 
following arranges answers to the various 
questions based on the ‘certainty value’ 
established by this method, from ‘most certain’ to 
‘least certain’:

• Q4: We need midterm targets earlier than 2017 
(-74.3%) 

• Q3: Midterm targets would most strengthen the 
market beyond 2014 (-73.9%) 

• Q7: ARB should consider increasing the offset 
cap to boost liquidity in that program (-69.6%) 

• Q6: Modest CCA prices are the greatest 
challenge the offset trade faces (-66.7%) 

• Q2: Compliance obligations will most greatly 
affect market behavior in 2014 (-55.0%) 

• Q9: There will be cap and trade along the 
Pacific coast, but not all 4 jurisdictions will join in 
(- 48.2%) 

• Q5: Senator Steinberg’s bill will not pass, but 
will adversely affect confidence in the meantime 
(- 42.6%) 

• Q1: The auctions cleared at a slightly larger 
spread than expected (-33.3%) 

• Q8: California should not or would not attempt 
to participate in a sector-limited emissions 
trading program involving other jurisdictions 
(-14.3%) 

With the order remaining largely the same 
between the two calculations, it could thus be 
suggested the market was arguably most certain 
that (i)  2017 is too  late for setting a midterm 
target, and that (ii) of the options provided, clear 
midterm plans and goals would have the greatest 
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beneficial effect on the market beyond 2014. On 
the other hand, there was least certainty (i) over 
quantifying one’s pre-auction price spread 
expectations, and (ii) on deciding whether or not 
California should or would participate in a 
sectorally-limited emissions trading scheme, on a 
permanent or interim basis.

Disclaimer

While this was a survey designed to help inform 
outlooks on the various aspects of the cap-and-
trade market and program, the influencing at any 
level of trade, policy, or any other action, is not 
among its objectives. The analysis and breakdown 
of findings is presented to help expand on the 
possible significance of the survey results, and not 
to advance any agenda or perspective that may 
be held by any participant in the market or 
program. CaliforniaCarbon.info hence disclaims 
any responsibility on behalf of its affiliates and all 
survey respondents for any action which any 
individual or organisation may undertake on 
account of the views and findings expressed 
herein, or of any extrapolation therefrom. It may, 
furthermore, not be taken to  mean that any of 
CaliforniaCarbon.info, its  affiliates, and survey 
respondents, in any way endorse any position of 
which these findings may be used in support. All 
views have been submitted in respondents’ 
personal capacities, and does not reflect upon the 
views of any other individual or entity, including 
the respondent’s organisation.

In addition to  this,  the usual CaliforniaCarbon.info 
disclaimers, copyrights, and stipulations on the 
use of personal information remain. Please visit 
http://californiacarbon.info/disclaimer/ for more 
information.

CaliforniaCarbon.info looks forward to  Vote for 
California III.
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