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PREFACE  

The Water Institute has supported the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) 

with its endeavors to better understand the challenges and opportunities to realize the potential of utilizing 

coastal carbon to support the implementation of its Coastal Master Plan. The potential for a financially 

viable coastal carbon market, a concept discussed by the state’s coastal agencies for years, presents a 

promising opportunity for the state of Louisiana to increase funding to implement projects that will 

provide for resiliency of its coastal communities and natural resources. The Water Institute, in 

collaboration with Stantec, continues to support CPRA in its efforts to collaborate with internationally 

recognized experts to identify and reduce scientific uncertainties critical to informing policy updates 

needed to establish a financially viable carbon accreditation for tidal marshes in Louisiana. This report 

summarizes engagement with a 5-person panel that was convened to support the research and 

recommendations on the potential development of a coastal carbon market in Louisiana, as funded and 

directed by CPRA.  

Questions about this research should be directed to the Director of Ecology at The Water Institute, Jessica 

Henkel (jhenkel@thewaterinstitute.org) or to the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority 

at coastal@la.gov. 

 

mailto:jhenkel@thewaterinstitute.org
mailto:coastal@la.gov
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

At present there is no economically viable carbon crediting mechanism for the marshes of coastal 

Louisiana. To support the State of Louisiana in its efforts to assess the viability of carbon accreditation as 

a funding stream to support the coastal program, the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration 

Authority funded The Water Institute to coordinate the contracting and convening of a legal and policy 

advisory panel (panel).  

The panel’s primary activities were to participate in one virtual and two in-person meetings to discuss, 

review, and comment on the current coastal carbon policy and legal environment. 

The panel assisted with the convening of the Gulf Coastal Carbon Working Group, which facilitated 

collaboration and free exchange of information between interested parties including but not limited to 

researchers, resource managers, landowners, and legal and policy analysts. 

Members of the panel also participated in the peer review of two major reports that were developed as 

part of the overall project: 

• CPRA Funding Programs: Legal and Policy Review of CPRA’s Ability to Generate Revenue from 

Carbon Offset Projects Supported by Federal or State Funding. The purpose of this report is to 

provide the evaluation of existing relevant federal and state funding programs, a legal and policy 

review of the potential to generate carbon credits on projects funded by those programs, and 

recommendations to CPRA for next steps in advancing opportunities. 

• Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical applicability 

and financial feasibility . The purpose of this report is to provide an evaluation of existing 

crediting frameworks relative to Louisiana’s particular challenges and strengths, and to offer 

recommendations on a path forward for developing a voluntary carbon commodities market in 

Louisiana. Included with this report will be an appendix of comments made by the Coastal 

Carbon Legal and Advisory Panel. 

The panel recommended actions that the State of Louisiana can take to progress towards the goal of using 

local, national, or international carbon markets to help fund the implementation of the Louisiana Coastal 

Master Plan. 

Finally, the panel reviewed this memorandum to ensure that it accurately presents their discussions, 

actions, and recommendations.  

Several additional key points emerged from these meetings. 

• Louisiana in general—and CPRA specifically—were identified as leading progress toward 

financially viable accreditation of large-scale coastal restoration in highly-dynamic tidal 

herbaceous wetlands, from the development of the Verra Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) 

VM0024 methodology (now inactive) through to the work CPRA has led in the past 5 years. 

• Before continuing to pursue projects for the blue carbon market and to determine where to focus 

exploration of projects, it is recommended that a rough cost benefit analysis for fully established 
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and verified projects is conducted to understand if and where there are sufficient benefits to 

pursue continued investment of time and resources into blue carbon project development. 

• Before pursuing additional scientific research in support of blue carbon market opportunities, add 

additional certainty in carbon estimates to the cost-benefit analysis to determine whether better 

data or science could sufficiently reduce the costs relative to the benefits for project development. 

• Permanence in a highly-dynamic coastal system, the complex variation of carbon flux with 

salinity, and the recognition of the high carbon cost to build many large-scale coastal restoration 

projects were acknowledged as potential barriers to financially-viable carbon accreditation in 

coastal Louisiana. 

• Even though greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and methane in particular, are complex and 

highly variable across the coast, an important distinction was made that methane only needs to be 

monitored for those projects where the project is reasonably expected to change the salinity in the 

project area. 

Final recommendations by the panel included: 

• Market Research: Commission a market research study to identify potential buyers under a 

Louisiana specific carbon standard for carbon, coastal resilience, and biodiversity credits and 

determine their willingness to pay.  

• Feasibility Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis: Conduct a feasibility assessment including a 

cost benefit analysis to identify those projects that would be feasible and profitable. Conduct this 

analysis before further investment or research is conducted 

• Pilot Projects: Identify and initiate one or two pilot projects that are straightforward and fit 

within existing methodologies to gain practical experience and insights into the process, needs, 

limitations, and opportunities.  

• Engagement with Registries: Engage with carbon registries to discuss the feasibility of 

proposed projects and methodologies, and to understand any gaps or requirements, recognizing 

that greatest success in engagement has been through submission of projects.  

• Criteria for Funding: Establish criteria for evaluating and accepting funding sources (carbon 

credit purchasers), including considerations for the types of organizations and their alignment 

with project values.  

• Module Development: Explore the development of a new module under Verra, VCS, VM0033 

or a new methodology under another registry such as the Gold Standard GS4GG: Blue Carbon 

and Freshwater Wetlands Activity for CPRA project types (e.g., ridge restoration) that do not fit 

existing methodologies, focusing on those with significant potential for net carbon benefits.  

• Resilience and Biodiversity Credits: Investigate the potential for resilience and/or biodiversity 

credits and other alternative revenue streams for projects that may not fit directly within carbon 

frameworks (e.g., Certification under Verra’s Climate, Community and Biodiversity standard 

could add value to carbon credits generated by Louisiana Coastal Master Plan projects).  
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1.0  BACKGROUND 

The Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) contracted The Water Institute (the 

Institute) to establish and facilitate a panel of policy and legal experts to assist in the development of a 

new, or special application of current, carbon accreditation mechanism in coastal Louisiana. This panel 

provided support to CPRA as they worked through the potential roadblocks and opportunities and will 

help guide the state in this decision-making process.  

This is one of five reports developed under this Task Order to assess the potential to develop carbon 

credits from coastal restoration projects that would be tradeable on the voluntary commodities markets. 

The other related reports are as follows: 

• CPRA Funding Programs: Legal and Policy Review of CPRA’s Ability to Generate Revenue from 

Carbon Offset Projects Supported by Federal or State Funding. The purpose of this report is to 

provide the evaluation of existing relevant federal and state funding programs, a legal and policy 

review of the potential to generate carbon credits on projects funded by those programs, and 

recommendations to CPRA for next steps in advancing opportunities. This report has been posted 

onto CPRA’s Coastal Information Management System at the following link: 

https://cims.coastal.la.gov/RecordDetail.aspx?Root=0&sid=26730 

• Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical applicability 

and financial feasibility. The purpose of this report is to provide an evaluation of existing 

crediting frameworks relative to Louisiana’s particular challenges and strengths, and to offer 

recommendations on a path forward for developing a voluntary carbon commodities market in 

Louisiana. The accreditation frameworks report was still being drafted at the time this document 

was being finalized, and will be posted onto CPRA’s Coastal Information Management System 

(CIMS) Document Library 

(https://cims.coastal.la.gov/DocLibrary/DocumentSearch.aspx?Root=0&Folder=0) once it is 

completed. 

• Gulf of America Coastal Carbon Working Group: Summary of Meetings. The purpose of this 

report is to summarize the content and discussion of three meetings that were held with over 200 

scientists, engineers, and managers with interest or experience in carbon and coastal restoration 

from across the northern Gulf. The Working Group Summary of Meetings has been posted onto 

CPRA’s Coastal Information Management System at the following link: 

https://cims.coastal.la.gov/RecordDetail.aspx?Root=0&sid=26902 

• Gulf of America Coastal Carbon Working Group: Data Hosting Needs and Collaboration Web 

Portal Investigation Summary. The purpose of this report is to summarize the outputs of an 

investigation and recommendations on the long-term information sharing needs of the Gulf 

Coastal Carbon Working Group (GCCWG). This report has been posted onto CPRA’s Coastal 

Information Management System at the following link: 

https://cims.coastal.la.gov/RecordDetail.aspx?Root=0&sid=26890 

 

https://cims.coastal.la.gov/RecordDetail.aspx?Root=0&sid=26730
https://cims.coastal.la.gov/DocLibrary/DocumentSearch.aspx?Root=0&Folder=0
https://cims.coastal.la.gov/RecordDetail.aspx?Root=0&sid=26902
https://cims.coastal.la.gov/RecordDetail.aspx?Root=0&sid=26890
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In cooperation with CPRA, the Institute identified and contracted with five internationally recognized 

experts in the field and scheduled, organized, and hosted three regular meetings of the panelists and one 

meeting to review major deliverables of this task order and provide final recommendations. This work 

included development of agendas and associated meeting materials including presentations, identification 

and provision of key background reading, and facilitation of and follow-up from the meetings. 

Four meetings were held: 

• February 2, 2024: Virtual meeting (all panelists); 

• February 19, 2024: In-person meeting at the Tampa Convention Center, Tampa, Florida, co-

incident with the 2024 Gulf of Mexico Conference; 

• November 12, 2024: In-person meeting, Galvez Building, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, co-incident 

with a meeting of the GCCWG; and  

• July 10, 2025: Virtual meeting. 

The panelists were provided with high-level background on CPRA and legislative and scientific context 

in coastal Louisiana. They were then asked to provide their perspectives on limitations, knowledge gaps, 

and opportunities for progressing toward a financially viable blue carbon crediting mechanism for tidal 

wetlands in coastal Louisiana. This report includes summaries of those conversations and key 

recommendations and priority needs as provided by the expert panel.  
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2.0  MEETINGS OVERVIEW 

The Policy and Legal Advisory Panel consisted of five experts: Ryan Moyer, TerraCarbon; Bessie 

Daschbach, Adjunct Faculty, Tulane University Law School; Jennifer Howard, Conservation 

International; Lydia Olander, Duke University; and Sebastiaan Van Dort, British Standards Institution 

(BSI). Appendix A provides a summary of each panelist’s relevant expertise. 

The purpose and outcomes of these engagements were explained to the panelists during the February 

2024 meetings, the November 2024 meeting, and the July 2025 meeting. 

2.1. FEBRUARY 2024 MEETINGS 

The meetings in February 2024 were held to orient the panelists to their tasks and provide them with more 

background on the State’s interest in exploring viable coastal carbon crediting mechanisms. 

2.1.1 February 2, 2024 meeting purpose 

The purpose of the first virtual advisory panel meeting primarily was to:  

• Make introductions between the panelists and CPRA, Institute, Plauche & Carr, and Stantec staff. 

• Provide the panelists with an orientation and the group charge. 

• Provide an overview of CPRA’s purpose and need for investigating potential carbon accreditation 

mechanisms in coastal Louisiana. 

The agenda, meeting attendees, and presentation shared in this meeting are provided in Appendix B.  

2.1.2 February 19, 2024 meeting purpose 

The purpose of the in-person meeting in Tampa, Florida was to: 

• Hold a more in-depth discussion of CPRA’s interest in coastal carbon, including a presentation 

from CPRA as well as an overview of a draft white paper developed by the Institute and Stantec 

through separate funding. 

• Facilitate discussion among the panelists regarding the legal, policy, and scientific challenges as 

well as potential priority actions. 

The agenda, meeting attendees, presentations, and summary of notes for this meeting are provided in 

Appendix C. 

2.1.3 Key observations, recommendations, and priority needs 

The February 2024 discussions between the panelists revealed several key recommendations and priority 

needs, as highlighted below.  

1. The state should clearly define the objectives of certifying carbon credits and the buyer’s needs 

(e.g., is this to demonstrate social responsibility or for financial gain through purchasable 

credits?).  
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2. The state should clearly define who receives financial benefits of carbon credits if that is the goal.  

3. The state should clearly define who takes the risk for the carbon credits; e.g., if they lose value or 

the carbon is lost due to extrinsic factors such as a major storm/s.  

4. Currently the most-used methodologies (Verra’s VM0007 and VM0033) are evolving constantly 

based upon new information. This creates an opportunity for Louisiana to engage in the process 

of refining and updating those methodologies; however, it also presents a challenge as there is 

high uncertainty in feasibility of implementing those approaches (with changes) in Louisiana’s 

tidal wetlands.  

5. At a federal scale, there was some legislative discussion on blue carbon and suggestions that 

Federal agencies could play a bigger role, but at the time of the meetings, only the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture (USDA) had practically engaged by carrying out some monitoring. 

There are individual efforts within the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey 

(USGS) and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) to carry out some blue-

carbon-related research and monitoring—but this is not done consistently or within any formal 

national program. 

6. Utilize a well-established approach to assess the most appropriate standard (updates or 

development) that is financially viable to meet the CPRA’s needs for additional revenue for 

restoration implementation and/or offset credit for industry and others interested in purchasing 

high value credits. 

7. The state should investigate major uncertainties, like lateral flux and overall fate of carbon as 

coastlines erode and subside, to determine if it is worth investing money to reduce the 

uncertainties. 

8. The state should consider assessing, applying, or developing a coast-wide or regional approach to 

quantifying carbon flux for accreditation, as this would address many of the challenges of 

uncertainties; for example, if lateral flux occurs but is still within the coast-wide region, it does 

not need to be discounted. 

9. The panelists noted that most work thus far has been limited to mangroves habitats that are not 

fully representative of the dynamic and diverse coastal delta tidal wetland systems of coastal 

Louisiana (freshwater swamps, herbaceous marshes, and black mangrove-dominated mangrove 

swamps). 

10. It is reasonable to question some of the fundamental assumptions currently used in the majority of 

commonly applied methodologies to credit carbon, for example: 

a. Why do methodologies require habitat-change assumption to the top one meter of 

sediments and soils? This “standard” was based on the removal of mangroves to build 

shrimp ponds that, at the time, were generally considered to be dug to a depth of one 

meter, and is therefore not immediately relevant to coastal Louisiana tidal marsh creation 

or loss.  

b. Why the focus on IPCC’s requirement for 100 years of carbon stock permanence? 

Options to a shorter/more realistic timeframe for purposes of developing viable standard 

for coastal carbon appear more consistent with needs for mitigation of anthropogenic 
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carbon emissions. (Note by Jennifer Howard: At the time of publication of this report, the 

100-year permanence issue is the subject of intense debate right now as it related to 

Article 6 as many feel this requirement is specifically trying to keep nature-based 

solutions out of the discussion around climate solutions.) 

11. There is value in acting now, even with known uncertainties, to sequester carbon.  

12. The state should explore pathways to proceed with methodologies and standards for accreditation, 

ensuring to create flexibility to continue addressing uncertainties and reducing risk (noting that 

VM0033 allows calculations based on field data to be updated over time with tranches of credits 

sold). 

13. The state should consider the use of case studies to gain lessons learned from previous attempts.  

14. Across the Gulf, there are many questions and opportunities for continued engagement and 

learning. 

This feedback informed early development of the two primary reports that were developed for this task 

order:  

• CPRA Funding Programs: Legal and Policy Review of CPRA’s Ability to Generate Revenue from 

Carbon Offset Projects Supported by Federal or State Funding; and  

• Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical applicability 

and financial feasibility.  

2.2. NOVEMBER 12, 2024 MEETING, BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 

2.2.1 Meeting purpose 

The purpose of this in-person meeting was to: 

• Re-engage with panelists on CPRA’s work related to coastal carbon. 

• Collaboratively discuss and determine next steps for completing Viability of Carbon 

Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical applicability and financial 

feasibility.  

• Prepare for the November 13, 2024 Gulf Coastal Carbon Working Group meeting. 

The agenda, meeting attendees, presentations, and summary of notes for this meeting are provided in 

Appendix D. 

2.2.2 Panelists updates 

Each panelist was asked to provide any updates that may be relevant to CPRA’s assessment of the 

viability of a carbon market in Louisiana. 

• Lydia Olander: Duke University is part of a 4-state group (North Carolina, South Carolina, 

Virginia, and Maryland) that received $421 million to invest in natural climate solutions. There is 

interest in tracking carbon and other types of benefits. There may be some learning opportunities 

for Louisiana by tracking this initiative. Additionally, CPRA staff may be interested in watching a 
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December 2024, National Estuarine Research Reserve System Science (NERRS) Collaborative-

hosted web seminar entitled “Co-creating Climate Solutions: Designing Carbon Monitoring Tools 

for Salt Marshes”. Louisiana may be interested in watching this 

(https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-

monitoring-tools-salt-marshes). 

• Bessie Daschbach: Bessie Daschbach is working with a non-governmental organization focused 

on decommissioning aging and abandoned oil and gas assets in Louisiana and nationwide. 

• Ryan Moyer: TerraCarbon started working on a project exploring biodiversity credits for marine 

ecosystems globally. He is also working on non-carbon related coastal resilience, working 

directly with Verra and The Nature Conservancy (TNC), the latter of which has performed some 

market research. Early results indicate that some people will pay more for stacked credits, but 

exactly how much more is not known but may not be as much as double the price.  

• Sebastiaan Van Dort: Sebastiaan is working on an Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon 

Market (ICVCM) framework for nature-based solutions and has produced some new standards. 

He also is working on nature-based carbon benefits which was published in February 2025. 

Additionally, he is researching assurance frameworks for accreditation schemes. 

• Jennifer Howard: Conservation International (CI) is working with NASA to analyze coastal 

carbon data, especially irrecoverable carbon, which is carbon that once lost cannot be recaptured 

on a climate-relevant timescale. They are producing a high-quality guidance document for blue 

carbon and a practitioner’s guideline for government and private sector audiences to assess their 

projects (high-quality-blue-carbon-practitioners-guide.pdf). Additionally, CI is scoping blue 

carbon and irrecoverable carbon project sites in France, Portugal, Brazil, Sierra Leone and new 

Zealand. CI and TNC also jointly developed a new initiative called BC+ 

(https://www.bcplus.org/), noting that carbon finance is a great financial stream but may not be 

sufficient to cover an entire project. Therefore, they are exploring combining markets (e.g., 

carbon and aquaculture) to meet goals. The BC+ website says “BC+ accelerates business models 

that incentivize coastal carbon ecosystem conservation, support local economies with technical 

assistance and grant funding, and attract additional finance for scaling impact.”  

2.2.3 Key discussion points 

The main focus of the November, 2024 meeting in Baton Rouge, Louisiana was to discuss specific 

elements of the report Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical 

applicability and financial feasibility, which was then under development, and for the writing team to 

receive recommendations from the panelists on key questions, as highlighted below. For a more detailed 

summary of the discussion, see Appendix D.5.2. 

 

Discussion 1: High-quality credits, including the benefits and costs of stacking versus stapling credits 

The writing team provided an overview of Section 2.5 of the draft report. The goals of this discussion 

were to discuss: 

• Ecosystem services that may have market potential (e.g., resiliency, biodiversity). 

https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes
https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes
https://d2iwpl8k086uu2.cloudfront.net/docs/default-source/s3-library/ibci/high-quality-blue-carbon-practitioners-guide.pdf?sfvrsn=10ea86ee_2
https://www.bcplus.org/
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• Benefits/costs of stacking (treating different credits independently) or stapling (blending benefits 

together). 

• Whether adding ecosystem services justification is truly increasing carbon offset price, and by 

how much. Consider whether quantifying ecosystem services may be a much higher expense and 

what might be a break-even point? 

• Risks or concerns: Could this distract from a primary goal of progressing financially viable tidal 

wetland credits, or are they so closely related it would be most efficient to develop both at the 

same time? 

For this discussion, three of the five panelists were asked to prepare some comments on the following 

questions: 

• Ryan Moyer: Discuss the status of linking resiliency or biodiversity to carbon credits. Is there 

anything that TerraCarbon is involved in with respect to resilience and whether it could be 

stacked or stapled? Thoughts on market potential? 

• Jennifer Howard: Provide any experience or examples of linking resiliency or biodiversity to 

carbon credits. 

• Sebastiaan Van Dort: Process question: Why is the BSI focusing on biodiversity or resilience 

co-benefits? What was the decision-making process for what to include? How explicitly are these 

services being linked to carbon credits? What are BSI’s standard operating procedures for this 

work?  

Below is a summary of the discussion. 

1. Ecosystem Services as Potential Co-Benefits 

The discussion identified biodiversity and coastal resilience as the two most advanced co-benefits for 

carbon credits in coastal Louisiana. Ryan noted that resilience benefits are people-based, measured by the 

number of people or structures protected, making them potentially easier to separate from carbon credits 

than biodiversity metrics. CPRA mentioned that Louisiana also has a fully-developed nutrient credit 

trading program housed within the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality. In 2025 the first 

project was approved in St. Charles Parish implemented by Restore the Earth Foundation (PROJECTS | 

Restore The Earth, and Restore the Earth Foundation Awarded Louisiana’s First Water Quality Credits | 

Restore The Earth). Ryan added that the State of Florida was exploring a nutrient trading program, but is 

not sure it was ever put into effect. The State of North Carolina has an active nutrient credit program. 

Jennifer and Ryan emphasized the need for clarification on what specifically is being valued for 

biodiversity: key species, trends, spatial variability, or nutrient fluxes. CPRA expressed particular interest 

in adding biodiversity or other benefits to carbon credit projects, noting that while biodiversity has 

significant philanthropic support in Louisiana, carbon benefits are not as well understood or valued by 

local stakeholders. Jennifer raised the possibility of creating a mosaic of credits across coastal Louisiana, 

where different areas might be optimized for different credit types—some for carbon, others for resilience 

or biodiversity—depending on local ecological conditions and restoration potential. 

https://restoretheearth.org/projects/
https://restoretheearth.org/projects/
https://restoretheearth.org/2025/05/06/restore-the-earth-foundation-awarded-louisianas-first-water-quality-credits/
https://restoretheearth.org/2025/05/06/restore-the-earth-foundation-awarded-louisianas-first-water-quality-credits/
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2. Benefits and Challenges of Stacking versus Stapling 

Ryan opened the discussion distinguishing between stacking and stapling. He noted that most existing 

standards for stacking credits are carbon-focused and may not fit well with biodiversity or marine 

systems. A critical challenge for coastal Louisiana is that most approaches do not allow crediting for 

stewardship that maintains baseline conditions; that is, under current standards and methodologies there is 

typically no credit given for preventing future loss, which is especially problematic given Louisiana's 

threat of total land loss.1 

Jennifer explained that Verra methodologies are carbon accounting standards only and require activities 

to increase sequestration or decrease emissions over and above a baseline. They do not require that other 

benefits be measured/monitored, but Verra does offer additional certifications that a project can 

implement if they choose which, if certified, could justify a premium price (i.e., carbon credit alone sells 

for $12/ton, carbon credit with a Community, Climate, Biodiversity [CCB] certification may sell for 

$25+/ton). 

Ryan identified technical challenges including determining relatable units for three-dimensional spaces 

like mangroves and marine systems when converted to two-dimensional crediting frameworks. He 

observed that elements making carbon credits unviable (permanence requirements, baseline 

establishment) similarly affect other credit types like biodiversity.  

Jennifer noted that there is potential to double charge for benefits. Nature-based carbon is already sold at 

a premium because of the additional ecosystem services those ecosystems provide. So there is a need to 

be mindful of stacking biodiversity credits on top of premium carbon credits because in essence the buyer 

is being charged twice for ecosystem services and the result may be 1) a more complex deal structure 

requiring multiple buyers for different components, 2) driving down the price of nature based carbon 

credits across the entire field requiring every project to implement stacking to make enough money which 

may not be feasible. 

 

 

1 Notes: Credits can be generated from avoiding future loss (REDD+ strategy generating emission 

reduction credits) but the loss needs to be from anthropogenic threats and the state would need to show a 

baseline of loss first. So, if there is an area that has been stable but will be destroyed due to climate 

driven sea level rise then that loss is not creditable. 

Between the time that this meeting occurred and the issuance of this document, TerraCarbon began 

working with CI to develop a marine biodiversity stewardship project. There is need for this type of 

project within the biodiversity crediting space and standards bodies/certifying organizations are starting 

to respond to the need. 
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Sebastian suggested that as markets mature and become established, there may be more opportunities to 

stack credits and diversify funding sources. 

3. Economic Viability 

The discussion revealed limited concrete pricing data but important insights about market dynamics. 

Jennifer stated that carbon pricing is primarily based on supply and demand, making it difficult to tease 

out specific price differences between stacked and stapled approaches. Additionally, deals are often under 

non-disclosure agreements so understanding the market value, given the small number of projects doing 

transactions and that we cannot openly discuss those deals, is difficult.  

Ryan noted that blue carbon is "highly valuable as a stand-alone credit," but adding biodiversity remains 

"an untested market" that ultimately depends on buyer preferences and what they are willing to pay for. 

CPRA provided crucial cost perspective, stating that the incremental cost of monitoring for additional 

benefits is small compared to construction costs for restoration projects. This suggests that from an 

implementation standpoint, adding co-benefit monitoring to existing carbon credit projects in Louisiana 

could be economically feasible. However, they acknowledged that while biodiversity has strong 

philanthropic backing in Louisiana, carbon benefits lack similar understanding or valuation among local 

stakeholders. 

CPRA also expressed interest in finding ways to merge biodiversity and carbon benefits to increase 

perceived value of restoration projects. Jennifer indicated that diversification of finance options could be 

valuable but cautioned about potential pitfalls in packaging. Ryan mentioned a potential path forward 

using carbon credits with Verra CCB certification. 

4. Risks and Concerns 

Jennifer warned about public scrutiny on emerging credit types and emphasized that different 

restoration/conservation approaches need careful review for additionality issues—a fundamental 

requirement ensuring that credited activities would not have occurred without the incentive. 

Ryan highlighted that habitat components need actual monitoring for biodiversity credits rather than 

relying solely on modeled benefits, which could increase costs and complexity. CPRA mentioned they are 

exploring options for modeling carbon emissions but recognized that under then-current standard 

practices, meeting with Verra to discuss permanence and additionality issues is likely only possible if a 

project is formally submitted, creating a barrier to early consultation. 

Jennifer specifically warned that care in packaging and discussing combined benefits is essential to ensure 

the complexity does not slow down the process of developing viable carbon credits. The group discussed 

whether numerical modeling could be accepted for setting baselines, including future scenarios with and 

without projects (as is typically estimated by CPRA during the planning of restoration projects in coastal 

Louisiana). Ryan noted this could be allowable if models are peer-reviewed and proven for specific areas. 

The discussion revealed tension between Louisiana's unique coastal challenges—including land loss and 

the need for stewardship credits—and existing international standards that do not accommodate these 
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conditions. CPRA noted that many coastal areas under government control are Wildlife Management 

Areas focused on conservation rather than restoration, adding complexity to calculating carbon credits 

and determining additionality. 

Additional Topics and Comments 

• International Standards Process: Sebastiaan explained that the BSI is the UK’s national 

standards body. It is independent and apolitical, but operating in the national interest (MoU). It is 

independent from government and industry, and is a not-for-profit organization that brings 

together committees of industry representatives to draw up standards. These committees can 

develop national British Standards and/or contribute to the development of standards at an 

international level, for instance via the International Standards Organization (ISO) or the 

European Standards Organization (CEN).  

Standards are voluntary and stakeholder-led, built from consensus and consultation, which is 

where standards get their legitimacy and reputation. Standards can be referenced by regulation, 

and support different regulatory approaches. 

Different types of standards follow distinct development timelines: 

o Fast Track Standards (e.g., BSI Fast Track) are developed rapidly to meet urgent needs. 

A PAS (Publicly Available Specification) is such a fast tract solution which typically 

takes around 12 months and is suited to emerging areas of standardization. 

o British Standards generally require 12 to 18 months, depending on the complexity and 

stakeholder engagement. 

o  International Standards (e.g., those developed by CEN, the European Committee for 

Electrotechnical Standardization [CENELEC], or ISO) often take longer due to the 

extensive consensus-building process across multiple countries.  

The appropriate standardization route is selected based on the subject matter and the urgency or 

maturity of the topic. 

• Small- versus Large-Scale Projects: Ryan noted most U.S. wetland restoration projects are 

small-scale with limited carbon benefits, but Louisiana's large-scale projects differ significantly 

from this national pattern. 

• Market Emergence Timing: Sebastiaan suggested that as carbon markets become more 

established, opportunities for stacking credits and diversifying funding sources may increase 

over. 
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Discussion 2: Federal and Louisiana Legislative Opportunities, Initiatives, and Potential Future 

Opportunities 

The writing team provided an overview of Section 7.5 of the draft report. The goals of this discussion 

were to: 

• Identify and discuss potential legislative opportunities, initiatives, discussions, and future 

opportunities. 

• Consider examples of tax revenue in addition to carbon offset revenue: Are there any examples of 

multiple revenue sources (tax benefits, carbon revenue, biodiversity revenue) being dispersed to 

multiple recipients (e.g., carbon revenue to state/landowner, tax credits to private investors)? 

For this discussion, two of the five panelists were asked to prepare some comments on the following 

questions: 

• Lydia Olander: Discuss relevant federal policy considerations.  

• Bessie Daschbach: Discuss relevant state policy and legal considerations. 

Below is a summary of the ensuing discussion. 

1. Legislative Opportunities, Initiatives, and Future Discussions 

Louisiana faces a complex legislative landscape with both challenges and opportunities. Bessie 

Daschbach highlighted that while Environmental and Social Governance (ESG) as a concept has been met 

with resistance and opposition in Louisiana, there remain several legislative avenues worth exploring. A 

critical area requiring legislative attention is the state's mineral and civil code framework, which needs 

thoughtful review, analysis (and potentially revision) to ensure they adequately accommodate carbon 

credit structures in connection with landowner interests. The classification of carbon credits in relation to 

mineral rights and obligations presents a significant legislative challenge that could impact project 

valuation and implementation. 

The uncertainty surrounding federal policy under the new administration (as of January 2025) creates 

both risk and opportunity. Lydia Olander noted the existence of a greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction fund 

at the federal level, though access pace and future administration policies remained unclear as of the time 

of the meeting. Historically, when federal support has diminished, states have shown increased interest in 

developing their own scalable carbon-market models, suggesting Louisiana could position itself as a 

leader in state-level carbon market development. 

The state's Coastal Master Plan, as Sebastiaan emphasized, provides an unprecedented level of detail in 

planning, modeling, monitoring, and stakeholder engagement not found elsewhere. This comprehensive 

framework positions Louisiana uniquely to pursue carbon markets with legislative backing. The coastal 

land-loss litigation status, mentioned by Bessie, represents another area where legislative opportunities 

may emerge on the policy side. The perception of carbon credits as royalty interests with questions of 

divisibility requires legislative clarification to provide certainty for landowners and investors alike.  
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2. Multiple Revenue Sources and Distribution Models 

The discussion revealed emerging models for combining multiple revenue streams and distributing them 

across various stakeholders. Lydia discussed the role of entities like Greenbanks in managing different 

credits across multiple properties and implementing programs that engage multiple landowners 

simultaneously. This aggregation model could enable smaller landowners to participate in carbon 

markets. 

The financial mechanisms that are considered include green bonds and revolving loan funds for long-term 

project financing. These instruments could facilitate projects spanning multiple landowners while 

potentially combining carbon revenue with other financial benefits. The discussion suggested exploring 

models that could fund projects across multiple landowners, though specific examples of combined tax 

benefits and carbon revenue distribution were not detailed in the provided text. 

Bessie’s observation about landowners with histories of oil and gas extraction seeking new revenue 

generation methods from their properties suggests there may be a potential for transitioning from 

traditional extractive revenue models to carbon credit systems. The classification and valuation of credits 

based on mineral rights could create a framework where different revenue streams flow to different 

stakeholders based on existing property rights structures. 

While specific examples of multiple revenue sources being dispersed to multiple recipients were not 

provided, the discussion indicated that Louisiana's rich data infrastructure could reduce transaction costs 

for companies implementing projects. This cost reduction, combined with increased trust from 

comprehensive data availability, could make projects more attractive to private investors who might 

access tax credits while landowners receive carbon revenue. 

Additional Topics and Comments 

• Louisiana's extensive monitoring dataset (i.e., SWAMP) significantly reduces verification 

timelines and transaction costs compared to other locations where carbon projects have succeeded 

with far less data 

• Anti-ESG sentiment remains a consideration for policy development and must be navigated 

carefully in legislative efforts 

• Trust issues arise primarily from perceived loopholes rather than lack of data, with particular 

distrust in crediting/valuation mathematics  

• The rich monitoring and baseline data from Louisiana's Coastal Master Plan provides advantages 

over other regions pursuing carbon markets. 

• The intersection of mineral rights obligations with carbon credit classification requires careful 

legal framework development. 
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2.2.4 Key observations, recommendations, and priority needs 

The Panelists made the following recommendations for topics to be analyzed and included in the report 

Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical applicability and 

financial feasibility . 

1. Louisiana needs legislative review, analysis, and potentially revision of its mineral and civil code 

frameworks to ensure they adequately accommodate carbon credit structures in connection with 

landowner interests and clarifying credit classification.  

2. Biodiversity and coastal resilience are the most advanced co-benefits for carbon credits in coastal 

Louisiana, with resilience benefits being people-based and easier to measure.   

3. With the exception of Verra VM007, current carbon standards do not credit stewardship that 

maintains baseline conditions or prevents future loss, from naturally occurring events, like storms 

or climate driven sea level rise, which is problematic for Louisiana as it is facing coastal wetland 

loss threats.  

4. The incremental cost of monitoring additional benefits is small compared to construction costs, 

making co-benefit monitoring economically feasible for Louisiana restoration projects.  

5. Louisiana's Coastal Master Plan provides unprecedented detail in planning and monitoring, 

positioning the state uniquely to pursue carbon markets with legislative backing.  

6. Aggregation models through entities like Greenbanks could enable smaller landowners to 

participate in carbon markets by managing credits across multiple properties. This could also help 

with stacking revenue streams with multiple types of credits and buyers. New Orleans has a green 

bank with a focus on resilient infrastructure which could in theory encompass these coastal 

habitats and resilience credits. The Louisiana green bank is focused on clean energy only—

Louisianian Clean Energy fund—and would need to expand its mission or a separate green bank 

could be established with a different mission. 

7. Louisiana's extensive monitoring data is expected to significantly reduce verification timelines 

and transaction costs compared to other regions, providing competitive advantages.  

8. Create a mosaic approach where different coastal areas optimize for different credit types 

(carbon, resilience, biodiversity) based on local conditions could maximize value.  

9. Meeting Verra's permanence and additionality requirements remains challenging; formal project 

submission is likely needed before consultation with registries, creating barriers to early 

guidance.  

10. Anti-ESG sentiment must be carefully navigated in legislative efforts while developing carbon 

market policies in Louisiana.  

11. Transitioning landowners from traditional oil/gas extraction revenue models to carbon credit 

systems presents opportunities for new revenue generation.  

12. Louisiana's large-scale restoration projects differ significantly from typical small-scale U.S. 

wetland projects, requiring tailored approaches to carbon crediting.  
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13. Green bonds and revolving loan funds should be explored for long-term project financing 

spanning multiple landowners and combining revenue streams.  

14. Clarifying what specifically is valued for biodiversity metrics (key species, trends, spatial 

variability) is essential for developing marketable biodiversity credits.2 

2.3. JULY 10, 2025 VIRTUAL MEETING 

2.3.1 Meeting purpose 

The purpose of the July 10, 2025 virtual meeting was to discuss specific elements of the May 25, 2025 

version of the draft report Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: 

Technical applicability and financial feasibility and for the writing team to receive recommendations 

from the panelists on key questions. The agenda, meeting attendees, presentations, and summary of notes 

for this meeting are provided in Appendix E. 

2.3.2 Priority questions to be addressed during the meeting 

Overall reaction to the final report in particular chapters 4 and 8—comments on utility to CPRA in 

informing a decision on next steps. 

1. Comment on any identified ‘critical failures’ to address before finalization; either omissions or 

material that is overstated/ unjustified / impractical. 

2. Recommendations on short-term actions in Louisiana, based on panelists’ experience and content 

from the report. 

3. Recommendations for longer term actions in Louisiana— on reflection, what is a recommended 

path toward accreditation of herbaceous marsh creation projects? (VM0033 recognizing low 

return; develop new blue carbon/wetland methodology under Gold Standard; New 

Standard/Registry). 

4. Given that coastal Louisiana is such a manipulated ecosystem at this point, could a Louisiana 

methodology (or standard or registry) have a greater chance of success/validity if it avoided 

‘conservation’ altogether and focused on created land/ plantings and then assessed avoided loss 

against a dynamic baseline? 

5. China, Australia, Indonesia, California etc. have established markets that are selling credits – but 

all to a local market (within country or largely within state). This fragmentation is generally seen 

as detrimental to the reputation of the global voluntary carbon market. Louisiana will need to 

 

 

2 Note: Between the time that this meeting occurred and the issuance of this document, both Verra and 

Plan Vivo released their biodiversity standards (Nature Framework and PV Nature, respectively). 

According to Ryan Moyer, there is now a little more clarity on some of these uncertainties than when the 

meeting occurred. 
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access a national or international market—what are the impacts of this for deciding what 

standards to use or establish? 

2.3.3 Key discussion points 

During this meeting, there was active participation by all panelists, as well as CPRA, Institute, and 

Stantec participants; however, the primary focus was to get feedback and input from the panelists. Key 

discussion points included: 

1. Exploration of a jurisdictional approach for crediting similar to California, to better fit a grouped-

project structure 

2. Estimation of transaction costs relative to expected carbon revenues and the feasibility across 

different project types to help identify which projects would be most likely to generate carbon 

revenue with the least discounting for permanence issues. 

3. Performance of a high-level go/no-go analysis based on engineering and construction costs and 

expected carbon revenue. 

4. Some agricultural methodologies could be adapted for wetlands, as the current exclusion of 

wetlands might be due to complexity, rather than scientific reasons. 

5. Consider time as a risk factor, in that creating new methods could take years and impact project 

feasibility. 

6. If Louisiana develops its own method, it should also be applicable or transferable beyond the state 

border to benefit other state efforts to implement a voluntary carbon market for coastal projects. 

7. The avoided loss of irrecoverable carbon could have value for consideration of a new 

methodology or module to an existing methodology, despite the phenomenon not being 

accounted for in existing voluntary carbon markets and the challenges in quantifying and valuing 

them within the existing market frameworks. 

8. Consider the importance of market acceptance for localized standards and methodologies, 

particularly the economic interest in linking carbon credits to working environments that could 

drive acceptance and success of the projects. 

9. Consider exploring resilience and biodiversity credits. 

10. Consider conducting a feasibility assessment to identify the most feasible projects and engaging 

with registries to understand their alignment. 

11. Consider building out one or two pilot projects based on the feasibility assessment to gain 

experience and practical insights with project submission to the registries, and inform future 

decisions. 

12. Consider developing either a module under VM0033 or a methodology under the Gold Standard, 

‘Wetland and Blue Carbon’ theme of methods for project types (e.g., ridge restoration) that do not 

fit existing methodologies, leveraging the relationship with the selected standard.  
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2.3.4 Key observations, recommendations, and priority needs 

Market Research: Commission a market research study to identify potential buyers for blue carbon, 

coastal resilience, and biodiversity credits under various standards, including the appetite for credits 

generated under a newly created, Louisiana specific standard and determine their willingness to pay.  

Feasibility Assessment: Conduct a feasibility assessment to identify the most feasible projects for carbon 

accounting, focusing on those that align with existing methodologies.  

Pilot Projects: Identify and initiate one or two pilot projects that are straightforward and fit within 

existing methodologies to gain practical experience and insights.  

Engagement with Registries: Engage with carbon registries to discuss the feasibility of proposed 

projects and methodologies, and to understand any gaps or requirements.  

Criteria for Funding: Establish criteria for evaluating and accepting funding sources, including 

considerations for the types of organizations and their alignment with project values.  

Module/Methodology Development: Explore the development of a module under Verra Verified Carbon 

Standard (VCS) VM0033 or methodology under Gold Standard GS4GG Blue Carbon and Freshwater 

Wetlands Activity Requirements for projects that do not fit existing methodologies, focusing on those 

with significant potential.  

Resilience and Biodiversity Credits: Investigate the potential for resilience and/or biodiversity credits 

and other alternative revenue streams for projects that may not fit well within carbon frameworks.  
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APPENDIX A. POLICY AND LEGAL ADVISORY 

PANEL MEMBERS 

To arrive at the final list of panelists, The Water Institute first provided a list of ten names and summary 

qualifications to CPRA. The Institute then met with CPRA to present the knowledge, background, and 

skills of each potential panel member specifically as they pertain to the challenges and decisions CPRA is 

facing regarding coastal carbon credits from coastal wetlands and blue carbon generally. Based upon this 

information, CPRA prioritized the list. The final five legal and policy panelists are listed below with a 

summary of their background and expertise. 

Table A-1. Policy and Legal Advisory Panelists. 

Name  Organization  Position  Contact  

Emma Elizabeth “Bessie” 

Antin DaschBach  

Tulane Law 

School  

Adjunct Professor 

of Law 

eedaschbach@gmail.com  

New Orleans, LA 

Jennifer Howard, PhD  
Conservation 

International  

Vice President pf 

Natural Climate 

Solutions and 

Integrity 

jhoward@conservation.org   

Washington, DC  

Ryan Moyer, Ph.D.  TerraCarbon, LLC  
Senior Manager, 

Blue Carbon  

ryan.moyer@terracarbon.com  

St Petersburg, FL  

Lydia Olander, PhD 

Duke University, 

Nichols Institute of 

Environment & 

Sustainability  

Program Director 
lydia.olander@duke.edu  

Durham, NC  

Sebastiaan Van Dort  
British Standards 

Institution  

Associate Director 

of Energy and 

Sustainability  

Sebastiaan.VanDort@bsigroup.com   

United Kingdom  

  

Emma Elizabeth “Bessie” Antin Daschbach 

Bessie Daschbach has accumulated more than 20 years of experience as a recognized trial and appellate 

lawyer, including more than a decade of experience representing Louisiana landowner interests. She also 

spearheaded the establishment of a full-scale Sustainability & Environmental, Social, and Governance 

(ESG) legal practice for a national law firm. She holds a certificate in Sustainable Capitalism & ESG 

from the University of California, Berkeley, School of Law, and she designed the Tulane Master of 

Jurisprudence course on sustainability and ESG. Over the course of her career, Bessie has practiced with 

law firms in New Orleans and New York City and worked with the International Labor Organization 

(Bangkok), the United Nations Legal Affairs Codification Division (New York City), and the Open 

Society Justice Initiative (New York City). She holds a JD from Tulane and an LLM in International & 

Comparative Law from Columbia University Law School. 

Jennifer Howard 

Jennifer Howard is the Vice President of Natural Climate Solutions and Integrity at Conservation 

International (CI). Her experience focuses on implementing scalable mechanisms to conserve coastal and 

marine ecosystems as a means to protect vulnerable coastal communities, combat climate change, and 

mailto:eedaschbach@gmail.com
mailto:jhoward@conservation.org
mailto:ryan.moyer@terracarbon.com
mailto:lydia.olander@duke.edu
mailto:Sebastiaan.VanDort@bsigroup.com
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conserve coastal biodiversity. She provides technical support regarding blue carbon finance to partners 

globally. She helped found the Global Mangrove Alliance and represents CI on its Steering Committee, 

with the goal of halting loss, doubling protection, and restoring half of the mangrove ecosystems globally 

through meaningful collaboration across sectors and disciplines. She also sits on the Advisory Council of 

the Mangrove Breakthrough, where she represents the Alliance. 

Ryan Moyer 

Ryan Moyer leads the blue carbon practice at TerraCarbon and advises clients on the feasibility, design, 

and monitoring of coastal habitat conservation and restoration projects that increase carbon storage, 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and enhance coastal resiliency. He is a leading coastal wetland scientist 

with extensive experience in monitoring soil carbon changes in coastal ecosystems. Ryan holds a Ph.D. in 

Geological Sciences from The Ohio State University, and an M.S. in Marine Biology from Nova 

Southeastern University. Ryan previously held positions at the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commission's Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, and the U.S. Geological Survey. He also formerly 

held positions as a Courtesy Assistant Professor and Adjunct Instructor at the University of South Florida. 

Lydia Olander 

Lydia Olander is a program director at the Nicholas Institute for Energy Environment & Sustainability at 

Duke University and adjunct professor at the Nicholas School of the Environment. She works on 

improving evidence-based policy and accelerating implementation of climate resilience, nature-based 

solutions, natural capital accounting, and environmental markets. She leads the National Ecosystem 

Services Partnership and sits on Duke’s Climate Commitment action team. She recently spent two years 

with the Biden administration at the Council on Environmental Quality as Director of Nature based 

Resilience and before that spent five years on the Environmental Advisory Board for the US Army Corps 

of Engineers. She is a fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) and 

widely published researcher. Prior to joining the Nicholas Institute, she spent a year as an AAAS 

Congressional Science and Technology Fellow working with Senator Joseph Lieberman on 

environmental and energy issues. She was a college scholar at Cornell University and earned her Master 

of Forest Science from Yale University and Ph.D. from Stanford University. 

Sebastiaan Van Dort 

Sebastiaan Van Dort has more than 15 years of experience within the low carbon industry in the United 

Kingdom, working on key policies and initiatives to reduce CO2 emissions and safe energy and 

collaborating with government and regulators to deliver them. These policies include The Green Deal, 

Warm Home Discount, and the Smart Meter roll-out. His career includes senior positions at Centrica, 

OVO Energy, EDF Energy, and VINCI Construction, as well as working with rapidly growing start-ups 

in the low carbon industry. He is currently the Director of Sustainability and  with the British Standards 

Institution (BSI) which is the UK’s national standards body. BSI plays a crucial role in creating the 

standards that support and shape credible global and UK nature markets. BSI supported the Integrity 

Council for the voluntary Carbon Markets (ICVCM) on the development of the Core Carbon Principles 

for voluntary carbon markets. 
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APPENDIX B. FEBRUARY 2, 2024 VIRTUAL 

MEETING 

B.1  FEBRUARY 2,  2024 MEETING AGENDA 
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B.2  FEBRUARY 2,  2024 MEETING ATTENDEES  

Table B-1. List of legal and policy panel members and additional attendees from CPRA, Plauché and Carr, Stantec, 
and The Water Institute at the February 2, 2024 meeting. 

First Name Last Name Affiliation 

Amanda  Carr Plauché & Carr 

Tim  Carruthers The Water Institute 

Jean Cowan The Water Institute 

Bessie DaschBach Panel member 

Michelle  Felterman CPRA 

Jennifer Howard Panel member 

Beaux Jones The Water Institute 

Skylar Liner CPRA 

Megan Terrell Plauché & Carr 

Ryan Moyer Panel member 

Lydia Olander Panel member 

James Pahl CPRA 

Garvin  Pitman The Water Institute 

Jonathan Scheibly Stantec 

Laura Talbert The Water Institute 

Megan Terrell Plauché & Carr 

Sebastiaan Van Dort Panel member 
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B.3  FEBRUARY 2,  2024 MEETING PRESENTATIONS 
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APPENDIX C. FEBRUARY 19, 2024 MEETING 

C.1  FEBRUARY 19,  2024 MEETING AGENDA 
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C.2  FEBRUARY 19,  2024 MEETING ATTENDEES 

Table C-1. List of legal and policy panel members and additional attendees from CPRA, Plauche and Carr, Stantec, 
and The Water Institute at the February 19, 2024 meeting. 

First Name Last Name Affiliation 

Tim  Carruthers The Water Institute 

Jean Cowan The Water Institute 

Bessie Daschbach (Panel member) 

Michelle Felterman CPRA 

Jennifer Howard (Panel member)  

Beaux Jones The Water Institute 

Brian  Lezina CPRA 

Skylar Liner CPRA 

Ryan Moyer (Panel member)  

James Pahl CPRA 

Lydia Olander (Panel member)  

Garvin  Pittman The Water Institute 

Jonathan Scheibly Stantec 

Laura Talbert The Water Institute 

Megan Terrell Plauché & Carr 

Sebastiaan Van Dort (Panel member)  

  

 

C.3  FEBRUARY 19,  2024 MEETING PRESENTATIONS  

The meeting was facilitated with the agenda and discussions as supported by two informational 

presentations: 

1. Louisiana’s investment in coastal carbon – deeper dive 

2. Carbon white paper overview 

Additionally, a portion of the meeting was focused on preparing for the afternoon meeting with the Gulf 

of America Coastal Carbon Working Group meeting. The full slide deck is provided below including the 

two main informational presentations. 
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C.4  FEBRUARY 19,  2024 SUMMARY OF NOTES AND INPUT FROM 

PANEL 

In a facilitated discussion, the panel was asked a series of questions for discussion. They were asked to 

specifically highlight any points that may be an “off ramp,” i.e., lead to a direct decision that further 

pursuing blue carbon accreditation for tidal marshes was not viable. In addition, they were asked to 

comment on potential decision points and what criteria may show that a threshold to ‘off ramp’ had 

occurred. Finally, they were asked to identify if there were any deterministic steps to fully understand or 

be able to answer questions from another perspective? (an example might be, there is no point deciding on 

whether to build a new standard until it is determined that the State could actually receive financial 

benefit from selling carbon of a restoration project implemented by the State – this one is answered in the 

positive, so that deterministic path can continue). 

• Ryan Moyer–Verification Process: What do you consider the critical uncertainties for 

quantifying net GHG flux and required discounts in the verification process through VM0033, 

VM007 and/or other most applicable methodologies? Which (if any) of these do you expect to be 

updated/improved in the VM0033 current update? 

o There are currently large uncertainties with the two most relevant methodologies, 

VM0007 and VM0033. VM0007 is about to be retired and replaced with VM0048 and all 

of the tidal wetland accounting will now be run through VM0033. A new version of the 

‘Permanence Risk Tool’ was just released – this has to be used within the 

application/approval process to quantify the risk associated with non-permanence. This 

non-permanence buffer creates a lot of uncertainty for feasibility of blue carbon projects 

in the face of sea level rise and with the updated version of the Permanence Risk Tool 

outputs have become more conservative (i.e., require a larger buffer against potential 

non-permanence). The largest uncertainties are the fate of carbon entering and exiting a 

system, including land to open water transitions, lateral fluxes including both imports and 

exports of dissolved organic carbon, and ultimate fate of eroded particulate organic 

carbon in geological time, for example if and/or how much of this carbon gets deposited 

in deep ocean beds.  

• Lydia Olander–Federal Policy landscape: What are current and/or pipeline policy opportunities 

to fast-track restoration project implementation towards carbon accreditation, what are key 

agencies/ departments and possible programs/opportunities? What are the federal legal and policy 

considerations that might limit or preclude Louisiana’s ability to take credits to market? And, 

what do you see as the potential opportunity for the insurance industry to bridge the permanence 

gap in blue carbon credit delivery for tidal wetlands?  

o The federal government is currently focused on the measurement and monitoring side of 

carbon to generate inventories of stocks, rather than consideration of fluxes and the 

potential of net changes to be considered in an offset context. Blue carbon was mentioned 

in President Biden’s national roadmap on nature-based solutions in 2022 and some (non-

passed) bills in congress are being developed around developing standards for carbon 

markets. The only current policy was from USDA regarding use of federal money for a 

project that then can be considered for carbon credits. The biggest question for 
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consideration is: what is the scale of the project, is it basin wide, or state-wide, or 

smaller? A larger overall consideration may reduce or remove some of the challenges 

with assumptions and required discounts to mitigate uncertainty around permanence (for 

example lateral flux may be less of an issue if the whole of coastal Louisiana is being 

accounted for in the net GHG flux quantifications).  

• Sebastiaan Van Dort–Establishing a New Standard: As applicable to a potential new blue 

carbon tidal wetland standard, what is the process, timeframe, cost, relative benefits, and 

challenges of developing a new standard? Who needs to be involved, how are the detailed 

methodologies established? Who does the verification? Etc.  

o The process is the same to develop a new ‘standard’ or a new ‘methodology’ (below the 

term standard is used to encompass both standard and methodology). BSI can facilitate 

development of a new standard as well as the regulation and implementation of that 

standard, but they are completely separate groups and work independently of each other. 

Development of and ISO standard takes roughly five years total. However, there are two 

additional options. Firstly a ‘fast-track’ standard which can be developed in 12-18 

months and, secondly, a ‘flex standard’ which can be established in as little as three 

months and is then developed fully over time to a full ISO standard (five years total). In 

all cases community (user and stakeholder) engagement is essential throughout the 

standard development process. In one example developing a set of core Biodiversity 

accounting standards there were 16 workshops getting input from 30 experts. The process 

is consensus based, with two specific rounds of formal stakeholder review and input. 

Likely for any development in Louisiana a fast-track standard development would be 

most appropriate, so 12–18-month process of stakeholder engagement and development.  

• Bessie Daschbach –Louisiana Legal Considerations: What are likely to be the main state legal 

considerations that may slow down, limit, or preclude taking restoration projects through to 

carbon certification and taking credits to market? What factors are stakeholders and market 

participants looking for in a carbon standard/program when evaluating opportunities for 

investment and participation?  

o One of the largest questions is around public water bottoms or land ownership and 

especially areas with dual claims to ownership – which are abundant in Louisiana. There 

is a tension currently with landowners and the willingness of landowners to participate 

may depend on where the credits ultimately reside, even though current state legislation 

provides some clear legal guidance. The second is who would bear the risk of loss of 

carbon in the event of a storm or simply with land loss over time, given how rapidly the 

coastal area is changing. From a legal perspective a broader coastal approach that can 

accommodate and alleviate some of the risk of losing the carbon may be highly 

beneficial. Finally, the integrity of the credits makes an important legal distinction, are 

they solely for social responsibility or intended to be sold as carbon credits on the 

voluntary market – the level of rigor and legal responsibility associated with these two 

options may be very different. The ultimate end user, whether purchaser/seller or 

organization/department looking for social accounting of the carbon, is a primary 

determinant of the required path forward and the associated legal constraints.  
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• Jennifer Howard–Global Perspective on Best Practice and Taking Credits to Market: In the 

context of application to tidal herbaceous wetlands, what are the applicable best practices of blue 

carbon project implementation and what can Louisiana take away from the international market 

perspective of taking blue carbon credits to market from Southeast Asia and other geographies?  

o A general set of process step questions to determine likely viability of a blue carbon 

project: 

▪ What is project objective: biodiversity, protecting people, climate, or all? 

▪ What are carbon finance objectives: how much of implementation budget is 

expected to be covered and when (noting that income from carbon credits comes 

after project has been finished for years – unless credits are forward sold, which 

has another associated set of risks) 

▪ What are benefits sharing arrangements: how much funding is set aside for 

community (or landowner) vs funding project implementation, maintenance, 

monitoring vs returned to investor? 

▪ Are offset credits required for market or just proof of mitigation benefit (social 

responsibility)? 

▪ What is threat/risk and can that risk be managed (reductions)? 

▪ What is starting scenario and therefore the level of needed hydrology or 

sedimentation repair (removals)? 

▪ Are ownership of land and carbon clear? 

▪ What will the project cost, approximately? 

▪ What carbon data is available, what is needed, what would be nice to have? 

Which of these are easy and cheap to collect vs expensive and difficult? What is 

the potential cost-benefit of each type of data in terms of cost to collect versus 

potential impact on final VCUs from the project? This last should be the primary 

determinant for collection of any carbon data. 

▪ Is the project in one large area or lots of small areas – can any economies of scale 

be realized where implementation or restoration costs are not directly related to 

area, this can have a large influence on both the socialization/buy in as well as 

the benefits sharing opportunity (landowner – defraying project costs – investor) 

o Noted that VM0033 assumptions can be updated over time within a project, so while 

initial credits may need to be estimated using standard assumptions, if additional 

monitoring data has been collected then subsequent credits can be calculated using the 

field-based monitoring data. The updated assumptions cannot be used retroactively, 

however, to verify additional credits from estimates that have already been sold. All 

carbon quantification and accreditation for projects is challenging at present, not just blue 

carbon but also green carbon from forest and other terrestrial projects.  

o Conservation International works widely internationally, Surinam, Chile, Philippines, etc. 

and so often are setting up projects with low data and low capacity for implementation. 
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Fundamental goals are 1) safeguard nature (do no harm) and 2) employ best information 

including Traditional Ecological Knowledge, indigenous knowledge, environmental 

science, gender mainstreaming, equity, addressing stakeholder needs, ensuring 

government and private input is equitable, being clear on who is paying for the project 

and who is responsible for the project delivery.  

o Governance issues are more often an ‘off-ramp’ for a project than science. That is, are the 

communities on board, are benefits going to be equitably distributed, is land and carbon 

ownership clarified, what are jurisdictional and governance regulations and requirements 

– only once these are understood does it make sense to start looking at the scientific cost 

benefit analysis and applying discount tools etc.  

o High value blue carbon credits that include multiple benefits for resiliency and 

biodiversity are highly desirable. There is industry and large companies (big tech) 

interest.  

o Monitoring projects is expensive if the goal is for private sector to invest in financial 

return. For example, the Columbia project is US$700,000 per year to maintain the 

project, plus the monitoring cost and Verra certification cost each time a set of carbon 

credits are quantified/verified.  

 

 

Figure C-1. Framing diagram to facilitate communication between the legal and policy panel and the coastal carbon 
working group 
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APPENDIX D. NOVEMBER 12, 2024 MEETING 

D.1  NOVEMBER 12 , 2024 MEETING AGENDA 
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D.2  NOVEMBER 12 , 2024 MEETING PREPARATORY INFORMATION 

TO PANELISTS 

To support the panelists in preparing for the meeting, the project team provided a document describing 

the goals of CPRA Funding Programs: Legal and Policy Review of CPRA’s Ability to Generate Revenue 

from Carbon Offset Projects Supported by Federal or State Funding, as well as specific questions that the 

panelists would be asked to address during the meeting. This document was sent to the panelists in 

advance of the meeting and the discussion from 2:00–4:00 flowed accordingly. 
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D.3  NOVEMBER 12 , 2024 MEETING ATTENDEES 

Table D-1. List of legal and policy panel members and additional attendees from CPRA, Plauche and Carr, Stantec, 
and The Water Institute at the November 12, 2024 meeting. 

First Name Last Name Affiliation 

Valerie Black The Water Institute 

Tim  Carruthers The Water Institute 

Jean Cowan The Water Institute 

Bessie Daschbach (Panel member) 

Michelle Felterman CPRA 

Greg Grandy CPRA 

Jennifer Howard (Panel member)  

Erin Kiskaddon The Water Institute 

Glenn Ledet CPRA 

Brian Lezina CPRA 

Skylar Liner CPRA 

Ryan Moyer (Panel member)  

Lydia Olander (Panel member)  

James Pahl CPRA 

Garvin  Pittman The Water Institute 

Brendan Player Stantec 

Jonathan Scheibly Stantec 

Ryan Seidemann The Water Institute 

Hilary Stevens Restore America’s Estuaries 

Sebastiaan Van Dort (Panel member)  

Ryan Vivian CPRA 
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D.4  NOVEMBER 12 , 2024 PRESENTATION  
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D.5  NOVEMBER 12 , 2024 SUMMARY OF NOTES AND INPUT FROM 

PANEL 

Over the course of the four-hour meeting on November 12, 2024, Panelists were asked to provide input 

on specific topics: 

1. Panelists Updates: Panelists were asked to provide updates on their coastal carbon-relevant work 

since the February 2024 meeting in Tampa. 

2. Discussion of Report Viability of Carbon Accreditation for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: 

Technical applicability and financial feasibility: Panelists were asked to provide input to support 

drafting of two sections of this report. 

a. Discussion of high-quality credits, including the benefits and costs of stacking versus 

stapling credits whereas stapling merges benefits together to a higher-priced credit, and 

stacking keeps different elements separate, to potentially be traded or sold separately. 

b.  (NOTE: At the time of the meeting, this was Section 7.4 of the draft report.) 

c. Discussion of Federal and Louisiana legal opportunities, initiatives, and potential future 

opportunities. (NOTE: At the time of the meeting, this was Section 7.5 of the draft 

report.) 

D.5.1 Panelists updates 

Each panelist was asked to provide any updates that may be relevant to CPRA’s assessment of the 

viability of a carbon market in Louisiana. 

• Lydia Olander: Duke University is part of a 4-state group (North Carolina, South Carolina, 

Virginia, and Maryland) that received $4 million to invest in natural climate solutions. There is 

interest in tracking carbon and other types of benefits. There may be some learning opportunities 

for Louisiana by tracking this initiative. Additionally, in December 2024, the National Estuarine 

Research Reserve System Science Collaborative hosted a webinar entitled “Co-creating Climate 

Solutions: Designing Carbon Monitoring Tools for Salt Marshes”. Louisiana may be interested in 

watching this. Co-Creating Climate Solutions: Designing Carbon Monitoring Tools for Salt 

Marshes | NERRS Science Collaborative (https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-

climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes). 

• Bessie Daschbach: Bessie is working with a non-governmental organization focused on 

decommissioning aging and abandoned oil and gas assets in Louisiana and nationwide.  

• Ryan Moyer: TerraCarbon started working on a project exploring biodiversity credits for marine 

ecosystems globally. TerraCarbon is also working on coastal resilience (non-carbon related) and 

working directly with Verra and The Nature Conservancy (TNC). TNC has done some market 

research. Early results indicate that some people will pay more for stacked credits, but exactly 

how much more is not known but may not be as much as double the price.  

• Sebastiaan Van Dort: Sebastiaan is working on an Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon 

Market (ICVCM) framework for nature-based solutions and has produced some new standards. 

https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes
https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes
https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes
https://nerrssciencecollaborative.org/event/co-creating-climate-solutions-designing-carbon-monitoring-tools-salt-marshes
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He also is working on nature-based carbon benefits which should be published by February 2025. 

Additionally, he is researching assurance frameworks for accreditation schemes. 

• Jennifer Howard: Conservation International (CI) is working with the National Aeronautics and 

Space Administration (NASA) to analyze coastal carbon data, especially irrecoverable carbon. 

Once lost, it is not possible to recapture it on a climate-relevant timescale. They are producing a 

high-quality guidance document for blue carbon and a practitioner’s guideline for government 

and private sector audiences to assess their projects. Additionally, CI is reviewing irrecoverable 

carbon sites in other countries including France and Brazil. CI and TNC also jointly developed a 

new initiative called BC+ (https://www.bcplus.org/), noting that carbon finance is a great 

financial stream but may not be sufficient to cover an entire project. Therefore, they are exploring 

combining markets (e.g., carbon and coffee) to meet goals. The BC+ website says “BC+ 

accelerates business models that incentivize blue carbon ecosystem conservation, support local 

economies with technical assistance and grant funding, and attract additional finance for scaling 

impact.”  

D.5.2 Discussion of Report 2.2  

High-quality credits, including the benefits and costs of stacking versus stapling credits 

The writing team kicked off this discussion by providing an overview of this section of the report. The 

goals of this discussion were to: 

• Discuss ecosystem services that may have market potential (e.g., resiliency, biodiversity). 

• Discuss benefits/costs of stacking or stapling. 

• Discuss whether adding ecosystem services justification is truly increasing carbon offset 

price, and by how much. Consider whether quantifying ecosystem services may be a much 

higher expense and what might be a break-even point? 

• Identify risks or concerns: Could this distract from a primary goal of progressing financially 

viable tidal wetland credits, or are they so closely related it would be most efficient to 

develop both at the same time? 

For this discussion, three of the five panelists were asked to prepare some comments on the following 

questions: 

• Ryan Moyer: Discuss the status of linking resiliency or biodiversity to carbon credits. Is 

there anything that TerraCarbon is involved in with respect to resilience and whether it could 

be stacked or stapled? Thoughts on market potential? 

• Jennifer Howard: Provide any experience or examples of linking resiliency or biodiversity 

to carbon credits. 

• Sebastiaan Van Dort: Process question: Why is BSI focusing on biodiversity or resilience 

co-benefits? What was the decision-making process for what to include? How explicitly are 

these services being linked to carbon credits? What are BSI’s SOPs for this work?  

Below is a summary of the ensuing discussion. 

https://www.bcplus.org/
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• Ryan Moyer started the discussion with comments about the idea of stacking versus stapling 

credits. He noted that the two most advanced are biodiversity and coastal resilience. There are 

many standards for stacking credits and most are very carbon-focused, which may not fit well 

with biodiversity and particularly with marine systems. Most approaches also do not allow for 

stewardship, as most need baseline and uplift values. This is especially challenging when there is 

a threat of total loss (as there is in coastal Louisiana). There is no “credit” for holding baseline 

(i.e., preventing future loss), and in some systems it may not be possible to get an uplift. He also 

noted that stacking means that different credits are treated independently, while stapling blends 

them. 

• Jennifer Howard noted that for a credit, specifically it means that a benefit above baseline is 

needed. For stacking, there would be greater credit for stacking biodiversity with a carbon credit 

versus just a carbon credit with certification. Currently, a baseline for biodiversity is not needed 

and monitoring is not required to show that it is not decreasing. She also commented that it 

reflects what the buyer wants. Stapling merges benefits together to a higher-priced credit, 

whereas stacking keeps different elements separate. Biodiversity, nature credits, other activities 

could be important for places where the carbon market is not functioning or if governance says 

you cannot create a carbon market due to regulations. 

• Ryan then stated that some elements that make achieving carbon credit unviable (permanence, 

baseline, etc.) also affect other credit types like biodiversity. Some things need to be worked out a 

little further. Identifying relatable units for 3D spaces (e.g., mangroves, marine systems) put into 

2D space have been an issue as well. Resilience will be people-based (e.g., number of people or 

structures protected) for evaluation and could be easier to tease out and separated from carbon 

credits. Biodiversity is more entangled with carbon issues when considering stapling or stacking. 

• On the topic of price differences between stacking and stapling, Jennifer stated that carbon is 

more based on supply and demand, so it is difficult to tease out prices. For blue carbon, it is 

highly valuable as a stand-alone credit. Ryan added that it comes down to what the buyer wants, 

and that adding biodiversity is a bit of an untested market. 

• Jennifer and Ryan added that there needs to be more clarification on what is being valued for 

biodiversity (e.g., key species, trends, spatial variability, nutrient fluxes).  

• CPRA added that the State of Louisiana has a fully developed nutrient credit trading program, but 

it has never been used. Ryan added that the State of Florida was exploring a nutrient trading 

program but was unsure if it was every put into effect, and that the State of North Carolina has an 

active nutrient crediting program. 

• Jennifer observed that there may be double-counting issues if many of these benefits are 

considered together (e.g., nutrients, seagrass carbon). 

• CPRA noted that adding biodiversity of other benefits into other projects for carbon credits is of 

interest to them, and that the incremental cost of monitoring is small compared to construction 

costs. However, while biodiversity has a big philanthropy push in Louisiana, carbon benefits are 

not as well understood or valued. There is interest in finding a way to merge these to increase 

perceived value. 
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• Jennifer indicated that diversification of finance options could be valuable but need to be aware 

of pitfalls. Care in how it is packaged and discussed should be taken to ensure that it does not 

slow down the process. 

• Regarding stacking, Sebastiaan postulated that as markets emerge and become established, there 

make be more opportunity to stack credits and diversify. 

• Ryan indicated that there could be a path for carbon credits that have Verra’s Climate, 

Community and Biodiversity (CCB) certification. However, currently, there is no market for 

biodiversity or resilience. 

• Regarding potential opportunities for using a declining baseline (i.e., land loss due to future 

without restoration action) to justify carbon credits for restoration: 

o Jennifer observed that restoration or conservation then uplifts biodiversity, and dependent 

upon spatial scale of the restoration. She also indicated that setting baselines for carbon 

and biodiversity have different issues and risks that need to be explored. 

o Ryan added that small restoration projects such as mangrove restoration could have great 

resilience benefits but little carbon benefits. Because most wetland restoration projects in 

the US are small scale, the carbon benefits tend to be small. That is not necessarily the 

case in Louisiana. 

• Discussion then explored whether numerical modeling could be accepted for setting baseline, 

including future with and without a project (as can be done for coastal Louisiana), and for using 

the modeled outputs to calculate benefits. 

o Ryan noted that this could be allowable if the model is peer-reviewed and proven that it 

works for a specific area. 

o Jennifer noted that for Verra, it is not possible to get credits for converting ecosystems. 

However, if the conversion were naturally occurring, that would need to be accounted 

for. 

o Ryan also pointed out that habitat components need to be monitored for biodiversity 

credits, rather than just relying on modeled benefits. 

o CPRA noted that they are looking at options for modeling carbon emissions as well.  

• Thinking more broadly about how to characterize the coast and the projects: 

o Jennifer raised questions about opportunities in coastal Louisiana to create a mosaic of 

credits across the coast (e.g., some areas might be more prone for carbon credits, other 

for resiliency or biodiversity). 

o The group discussed the potential to consider the entire coast a “project” with multiple 

construction components. CPRA noted that many areas of the coast that are 

governmentally controlled are Wildlife Management Areas that focus more on 

conservation rather than restoration. So, there are many options and considerations for 

calculating carbon credits. Jennifer noted that there is some public scrutiny on some types 
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of credits that are emerging and that the different restoration/conservation approaches 

need to be carefully reviewed for additionality issues. 

• Regarding how much of this is regulatory versus voluntary, Sebastiaan pointed out that the 

United Kingdom (UK) is different than the US in that the UK has a national standards body 

which gives us a unique stance. Standards are all voluntary. There is due process with a broad set 

of stakeholders (scientists, industry experts, etc.) and they produce a standard. That standard goes 

through a public review and revision period. In terms of international standards making (e.g., 

ISO), once you publish a standard recognized by multiple projects it can take significantly longer 

to get consensus. The process can be very slow. 

• CPRA indicated that they would like to meet with VERRA to discuss the issue of permanence 

and additionality. However, currently, this appears to be possible only if a project is submitted to 

them. 

Federal and Louisiana Legislative Opportunities, Initiatives, and Potential Future Opportunities 

The writing team kicked off this discussion by providing an overview of this section of the report. The 

goals of this discussion were to: 

• Identify and discuss potential legislative opportunities, initiatives, discussions, and future 

opportunities. 

• Consider examples of tax revenue in addition to carbon offset revenue: Are there any examples of 

multiple revenue sources (tax benefits, carbon revenue, biodiversity revenue) being dispersed to 

multiple recipients (e.g., carbon revenue to state/landowner, tax credits to private investors)? 

For this discussion, two of the five panelists were asked to prepare some comments on the following 

questions: 

• Lydia Olander: Discuss relevant federal policy considerations.  

• Bessie Daschbach: Discuss relevant state policy and legal considerations. 

Below is a summary of the ensuing discussion. 

• Lydia Olander acknowledged that there would be a new administration in January 2025, and it is 

uncertain what the new policies would be related to carbon. She noted that there is a GHG 

reduction fund, but she was not sure of the pace at which those funds could be accessed or what 

the new administration might do with that fund. She also noted that, in the past when federal 

support waned, states have expressed interest in developing scalable models for carbon markets. 

• Bessie Daschbach pointed out that there is an opportunity for the business case. On the question 

of the business opening and what you can make of it – 2 things to flag for LA specifically: 1) 

legislative efforts in opposition to ESG have failed thus far; 2) not sure about the status of the 

coastal land-loss litigation – there may be legislative opportunities to look into on the policy side. 

On the landowner interest side, some things that continue to jump out at me include: the 

classification of credits/value based on the mineral rights/obligations can have impacts; the 

valuation can also have impacts. She also noted that landowners who have a history of oil/gas 

extraction from their property are interested in finding the next useful way to generate money 
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from their properties. She further noted that there is the perception that a credit is a royalty 

interest with questions of divisibility. She suggested that thought needs to be put into mineral and 

civil code to stand this up with consideration of landowner interests. On anti-ESG, it is something 

to be aware of. 

• Sebastiaan acknowledged that the state’s Coastal Master Plan provides a level of detail with 

respect to planning, models, monitoring, and stakeholder engagement that is not found elsewhere. 

This provides a great opportunity for Louisiana to pursue carbon markets. 

• Jennifer emphasized the rich data set that Louisiana has and that others have successfully 

implemented carbon projects with far less data. 

• Ryan pointed out that data helps compress the timeline for verification. The Verra timeline will 

not shorten, but the project development timeline would be shorter than other locations. 

• Jennifer also noted that, because of the rich data set, the transaction costs for a company 

implementing a project would be less. It also serves to increase trust in the potential benefits of a 

project. The distrust comes when people try to find loopholes, not necessarily lack of 

data/information. There can be distrust in math on crediting/valuation. 

• Lydia shared a discussion she heard about managing different credits on different properties—

thinking that is a role Greenbank plays often—implement programs with multiple landowners. 

She asked about CPRA’s capacity on this issue. There are also green bonds and revolving loan 

funds for long-term financing. Models to consider looking at to fund projects across multiple 

landowners. 
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APPENDIX E. MEETING HELD JULY 10 , 2025 

The purpose of this meeting was to review the report Technical Viability of Carbon Accreditation for 

Coastal Restoration in Louisiana: Technical applicability and financial feasibility  

The draft report was sent to panelists on May 12, 2025. Panelists were given until July 7 to provide 

extensive review of the report and to provide comments in a Microsoft Excel based comment matrix.  
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E.1 JULY 10,  2025 AGENDA  

 
 



 

Coastal Carbon Policy and Legal Advisory Panel Report  E-4 

 

 



 

Coastal Carbon Policy and Legal Advisory Panel Report  E-5 

E.2  ATTENDEES 

First Name Last Name Affiliation 

Tim  Carruthers The Water Institute 

Kristen Chatelain CPRA 

Bessie Daschbach (Panel member) 

Shawn  Doyle The Water Institute 

Greg Grandy CPRA 

Jennifer Howard (Panel member)  

Skylar Liner CPRA 

Ryan Moyer (Panel member)  

Lydia Olander (Panel member)  

James Pahl CPRA 

Garvin  Pittman The Water Institute 

Brendan Player Stantec 

Jonathan Scheibly Stantec 

Sebastiaan Van Dort (Panel member)  

 

E.3 DISCUSSION  

Meeting notes: 

• Report Feedback: Tim asked the panel to provide feedback on the report, focusing on overall 

reactions and identifying any critical failures. 

o Overall Reactions: Tim requested the panel to provide their overall reactions to the 

report, focusing on whether it met their expectations and if there were any critical 

failures. Panel members, including Ryan, Bessie, Sebastiaan, Lydia, and Jennifer, 

provided their feedback, generally praising the report's comprehensiveness and quality. 

o Critical Failures: Tim also asked the panel to identify any critical failures in the report. 

The panel members did not identify any major critical failures but provided constructive 

feedback on areas for improvement, such as redundancy, academic tone, and the need for 

more visuals and examples. 

• Redundancy and Overlap: Ryan noted that the report had redundancy and overlap in some 

sections, suggesting it could be tightened up. 

• Sustainability and ESG: Bessie emphasized the importance of sustainability and ESG, noting 

the tension between legislative/regulatory pullbacks and continuing commercial interest. 

• Academic Tone: Sebastiaan suggested that the report's academic tone could be improved by 

adding summaries and recommendations at the start of each section. 

• Visuals and Examples: Sebastiaan recommended using visuals and illustrative examples to 

enhance the report, particularly for funding gaps and credit markets. 
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• Jurisdictional Approach: Lydia proposed exploring a jurisdictional approach for crediting, 

similar to California, to better fit the group structure. 

• Transaction Costs: Lydia raised questions about transaction costs relative to carbon revenues 

and suggested estimating feasibility across different project opportunities. 

o Transaction Costs: Lydia raised concerns about the transaction costs relative to carbon 

revenues. She suggested that the report should estimate the feasibility of different project 

opportunities by considering the balance between transaction costs and expected carbon 

revenues. 

o Feasibility Estimates: Lydia recommended running through estimates to understand the 

balance between transaction costs and carbon revenues across different project 

opportunities in Louisiana. This would help identify which projects are most likely to 

generate carbon revenue with the least discounting for permanence issues. 

• Permanence Issues: Lydia noted the lack of project-level discussion on permanence issues and 

suggested addressing this in the report. 

• Financial Component: Jennifer echoed Lydia's concerns about the financial component, 

suggesting a high level go/no-go analysis based on engineering costs and expected carbon 

revenue. 

o Financial Analysis: Jennifer supported Lydia's concerns about the financial component 

of the report. She suggested conducting a high level go/no-go analysis to evaluate the 

feasibility of projects based on engineering costs and expected carbon revenue. This 

would help prioritize projects that are financially viable. 

o Cost vs. Revenue: Jennifer emphasized the importance of considering the financial 

aspects of projects, including the costs of engineering and the expected revenue from 

carbon credits. She recommended a straightforward analysis to determine which projects 

are worth pursuing based on their financial feasibility. 

• Dynamic River Systems: Jennifer highlighted the challenges posed by dynamic river systems, 

which can affect carbon stocks and monitoring efforts. 

• Wetlands Methodologies: Jennifer suggested that some agricultural methodologies could be 

adapted for wetlands, as the exclusion of wetlands might be due to complexity rather than 

scientific reasons. 

• Time as a Risk Factor: Jennifer urged considering time as a risk factor, noting that creating new 

methods could take years and impact project feasibility. 

• Louisiana Method: Jennifer recommended that if Louisiana develops its own method, it should 

be applicable beyond the state to benefit the broader carbon market. 

• Permanence Flexibility: Jim asked the panel about the flexibility of permanence periods, 

exploring the possibility of shorter permanence periods and their impact on buffer pool allocation. 

o Permanence Flexibility: Jim inquired about the flexibility of permanence periods, 

considering the possibility of shorter permanence periods and their impact on buffer pool 
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allocation. The panel discussed various perspectives, including the challenges and 

potential benefits of shorter permanence periods. 

o Buffer Pool Impact: The panel explored how shorter permanence periods might affect 

the allocation of credits to buffer pools. They discussed the need for flexibility in 

permanence requirements and how this could influence the overall feasibility and 

attractiveness of carbon projects. 

• Irrecoverable Carbon: Ryan and Jennifer discussed the concept of irrecoverable carbon, 

emphasizing its value despite not being recognized in the voluntary carbon market. 

o Irrecoverable Carbon: Ryan and Jennifer explained the concept of irrecoverable 

carbon, which refers to carbon that, once lost, cannot be restored within a climate-

relevant timescale. They emphasized its value, even though it is not currently recognized 

in the voluntary carbon market. 

o Market Recognition: The panel discussed the lack of recognition for irrecoverable 

carbon in the voluntary carbon market. They highlighted the importance of protecting 

these carbon stocks to prevent significant carbon loss, despite the challenges in 

quantifying and valuing those within existing market frameworks. 

• Market Acceptance: Bessie and Lydia highlighted the importance of market acceptance for 

localized standards and methodologies, noting the economic interest in linking carbon credits to 

working environments. 

o Market Acceptance: Bessie and Lydia emphasized the importance of market acceptance 

for localized standards and methodologies. They noted that economic interest in linking 

carbon credits to working environments could drive acceptance and success of localized 

carbon projects. 

o Economic Interest: The panel discussed the economic interest in linking carbon credits 

to working environments. They highlighted that aligning carbon projects with local 

economic interests could enhance market acceptance and support the development of 

localized standards and methodologies. 

• Resilience and Biodiversity Credits: Lydia suggested exploring resilience and/or biodiversity 

credits and other alternative revenue streams for projects that may not fit well within carbon 

frameworks. 

• Feasibility Assessment: Sebastiaan recommended conducting a feasibility assessment to identify 

the most feasible projects and engaging with registries to understand their alignment. 

• Pilot Projects: Sebastiaan suggested building out one or two pilot projects based on the 

feasibility assessment to gain practical insights and inform future decisions. 

• Criteria for Funding: Jennifer advised setting criteria for funding and business partnerships 

before credits are on the market to ensure alignment with values and avoid potential conflicts. 

• Module Development: Jennifer recommended developing a module under VM33 for projects 

that don't fit existing methodologies, leveraging the relationship with the selected 

standard.(Facilitator note: A ‘module’ under VM0033 would be the same level as a 

‘methodology’ under the Gold Standard, ‘Wetland and Blue Carbon’ theme of methods.)  
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E.4  FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE PANEL  

• Market Research: Commission a market research study to identify potential buyers for carbon, 

coastal resilience, and biodiversity credits and determine their willingness to pay.  

• Feasibility Assessment: Conduct a feasibility assessment to identify the most feasible projects 

for carbon accounting, focusing on those that align with existing methodologies.  

• Engagement with Registries: Engage with carbon registries to discuss the feasibility of 

proposed projects and methodologies, and to understand any gaps or requirements.  

• Pilot Projects: Identify and initiate one or two pilot projects that are straightforward and fit 

within existing methodologies to gain practical experience and insights.  

• Criteria for Funding: Establish criteria for evaluating and accepting funding sources, including 

considerations for the types of organizations and their alignment with project values.  

• Module Development: Explore the development of a module under VM33 (or methodology 

under Gold Standard or other) for projects that do not fit existing methodologies, focusing on 

those with significant potential.  

• Resilience Credits: Investigate the potential for resilience credits and other alternative revenue 

streams for projects that may not fit well within carbon frameworks.  
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