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May 29, 2025 

 

 

   

The Honorable Ben Allen 

Chair, Senate Subcommittee 2 on Resources,  
Environmental Protection and Energy 

California State Senate 

1020 N Street, Room 502  

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

RE: California Cap-and-Trade Program Reauthorization  

  

Dear Senator Allen, 

 

  On behalf of the Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC), we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide recommendations on the reauthorization of 
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program. The program provides crucial funding for programs 
and projects in rural communities, particularly to help mitigate the impacts of catastrophic 
wildfire, and to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the agricultural sector; its 
continued success is crucial to ensuring California’s continued success in meeting its 
goals. RCRC is an association of forty rural California counties and the RCRC Board of 
Directors is comprised of elected supervisors from each member county.   
 

 Without Cap-and-Trade, the state would not have made the significant progress in 
meeting its GHG reduction goals that California has achieved since the program’s 
implementation in 2013. Funding from Cap-and-Trade credits auctions is vital in 
socioeconomically disadvantaged communities, including many rural communities, where 
resources are precious and local governments are already stretched thin trying to meet 
the day-to-day needs of serving their residents. Rural communities also have unique 
challenges and landscapes, making it more difficult and, at times, impossible with current 
infrastructure to implement new GHG mandates such as the Advanced Clean Fleets rules 
or organics recycling mandates without significant state investments.  
 
 Our counties are also among the most impacted by high severity wildfires, many 
of which are largely comprised of public lands including USDA Forest Service, state and 
national parks, and Bureau of Land Management. Current federal proposals to 
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significantly decrease staffing and funding on federally managed lands could make 
California’s wildfire mitigation efforts an even bigger challenge, which places greater 
stress on how the state invests Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) dollars in the 
near term. With that, RCRC offers the following recommendations:  
 
Continuous appropriations should be re-examined 
 
 California’s GHG needs and profile have changed considerably in the past 12 
years. While it may have been sensible to continuously appropriate 65 percent of the 
annual Cap-and-Trade revenue to certain large-scale projects in 2013, RCRC strongly 
believes that a portion of those funds could be much more impactful in the near- and mid-
term if reallocated to other programs that are more cost-effective. For example, the high-
speed rail project, while progressing, has received 25 percent of cap-and-trade revenue 
each year and is still years away from carrying passengers. While we don’t expect 
California to abandon the project, the level at which high-speed rail is funded from Cap-
and-Trade is disproportionately high, and some of those funds could be allocated 
elsewhere to programs that imminently serve to meet the state’s urgent GHG reduction 
goals in a more cost-effective fashion.  
 
 RCRC would instead recommend a continuous appropriation of at least 10 percent 
annually to forest resilience programs that help mitigate the state’s catastrophic wildfires.  
This is a necessary adjustment from the current $200 million annual allocation as our 
state continues to grapple with yearly wildfires that impact public safety, our ecosystems 
and water, and our residents’ ability to obtain and afford property insurance.  Wildfire 
mitigation projects have been shown to be cost effective, saving at least $6 for every $1 
invested 1 . Currently, California’s spending on fire suppression far surpasses its 
investment in wildfire mitigation and forest resilience, and there is no stable, reliable, 
ongoing funding source that provides the level of dollars needed to reach the pace and 
scale of treatment the state needs to achieve healthy forests and wildlands. It is wholly 
appropriate to increase the investment from GGRF dollars in forest resilience to ensure 
a continuous funding source for these vital programs.  
 
Forest resilience appropriations should not be supplanted by General Fund 
backfills of CAL FIRE operations 
 
 RCRC strongly supports CAL FIRE’s mission and appreciates their hard work to 
prevent and suppress wildfires. We also support appropriately funding CAL FIRE’s 
operations to ensure they can provide the highest level of fire suppression and wildfire 
mitigation service to California’s residents. However, while we wholeheartedly support 
CAL FIRE, the department’s operational costs should be funded from the General Fund, 
not from the GGRF at the expense of other GHG emission reducing programs. RCRC 

 
1 1. U.S. Chamber Staff, “The Economic Benefits of Investing in Climate Resilience,” The Economic 
Benefits of Investing in Climate Resilience | U.S. Chamber of Commerce, December 3, 2024, 
https://www.uschamber.com/security/the-preparedness-payoff-the-economic-benefits-of-investing-in-
climate-resilience. 
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would oppose any attempt to continuously fund CAL FIRE’s operations from the GGRF 
rather than from the General Fund. 
 
Cap-and-Trade funds should be used to fund state-mandated GHG local 
government programs  
 
 Rural solid waste jurisdictions believe in the sustainable management of organic 
materials. That said, organics recycling mandates put in place by CalRecycle under 
Senate Bill 1383 (Lara, 2016) are challenging, if not impossible, to implement in many 
rural communities. Composting procurement requirements simply cannot be met without 
additional infrastructure, and the costs of additional curbside pickup, public education and 
outreach, and other requirements associated with the mandates cannot be borne by many 
small, rural jurisdictions where raising collection fees simply isn’t feasible for residents. 
Residents in many of our counties are among the most socioeconomically disadvantaged 
in the state, including a high percentage of elderly citizens on fixed incomes and 
homeowners already overburdened due to high costs of housing and associated costs 
such as property insurance. Many of our counties are experiencing strong opposition from 
residents to additional fee increases for state mandated programs.  
 
 Similarly, small, rural counties are already finding it difficult to plan for the California 
Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Advanced Clean Fleets (ACF) rules. Charging 
infrastructure in rural areas is almost nonexistent, and most utilities are estimating 
months, if not years, before they can meet the demand for ACF. Even if infrastructure 
were in place, vehicles that have the necessary range to traverse the vast, mountainous, 
snowy landscapes in many rural communities are simply not a reality, and CARB’s 
exemption process is unclear and tenuously defined at best. The planning and costs for 
integrating these vehicles into local government fleets statewide will ultimately prove too 
costly for many small, rural counties to bear.  
 
 Programs like organics recycling and ACF, which include unfunded mandates on 
local governments, should be supported by significant, ongoing GGRF investments in 
required infrastructure. RCRC strongly recommends permanent allocations to both 
programs for the support of local implementation.  
 
  RCRC appreciates this opportunity to provide recommendations on the 
reauthorization of the Cap-and-Trade Program. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 
sheaton@rcrcnet.org with any questions.   
  

           Sincerely,    

    

 

   STACI HEATON 

   Senior Policy Advocate  

  

 

mailto:sheaton@rcrcnet.org
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cc: Members of Senate Subcommittee 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection 
and Energy 

 

   

    

  


