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Context

In May 2026, Ecology held a public engagement process focused on carbon management under
the Cap-and-Invest Program. The goal of this process was to help the Cap-and-Invest Policy Team
gather information that could be used to inform the program’s priorities and strategic direction,
including implementation of the existing Climate Commitment Act Program Rule and an
emissions exemption provision provided in that rule.

The process consisted of two public meetings, a public comment period, and a Tribal forum.

¢ Virtual public meetings: Both meetings provided opportunity for public feedback through
virtual whiteboard activities. The first focused on big picture topics related to carbon
capture, utilization, and storage (CCUS) and technology-based carbon dioxide removal
(CDR) in the Cap-and-Invest Program and in Washington. The second focused on the
permanent sequestration emissions exemption pathway in the Cap-and-Invest Program.

e Public comments: Ecology accepted public comments from May 21 to June 26, 2026 and
met one-on-one with interested parties during this time. Ecology received 22 comment
letters and met with 5 interested parties. Comments were provided from Cap-and-Invest
Program covered entities, energy and climate nonprofits and think tanks, carbon capture
and carbon dioxide removal companies, and environmental organizations.

e Tribal forum: Ecology held a virtual Tribal forum on June 9, 2026 on ongoing work related to
carbon management, emissions-intensive trade-exposed (EITE) industries, and the Blue
Carbon Inventory. The forum was attended by staff from seven federally recognized Tribes
in Washington.

Virtual public meeting recordings and submitted public comment letters can be found on the
Cap-and-Invest Carbon Capture, Removal, Utilization, and Storage webpage.

Summary of Feedback

Carbon management in Cap-and-Invest

The following themes arose from comments related to carbon management in the Cap-and-Invest

Program:

¢ Role of carbon management in the Climate Commitment Act (CCA): CCUS and CDR

were generally recognized as important and necessary pathways in the CCA for achieving
Washington’s climate goals. Their integration within the program will help catalyze the
development of the carbon management industry in Washington. However, this hinges on
clarity surrounding applicable standards and methodologies. Many emphasized the
importance of prioritizing real emissions reductions, protecting communities and the


https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-446&full=true
https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-446&full=true#173-446-040
https://ecology.wa.gov/air-climate/climate-commitment-act/cap-and-invest/carbon-capture

environment, and ensuring these technologies complement rather than attempt to replace
other decarbonization pathways.

For point source carbon capture and storage (CCS), there was strong support from some,
including from natural gas power plants and pipeline companies actively exploring carbon
sequestration as a potential CCA compliance mechanism. Others in support of point
source CCS emphasized that it should be limited to addressing hard-to-abate emissions
where other pathways are not available. There were concerns expressed that point source
CCS would facilitate continued use of fossil gas-fired electricity generation and that its
energy demands may compete with other electrification applications.

The importance of all methods of CDR, regardless of approach, and its inclusion as a
pathway in the Cap-and-Invest Program was emphasized in public comments. Some
expressed a desire for durable removals meeting the 1000-permanent sequestration
standard to be treated differently than other offset projects. Carbon utilization was also
highlighted as an important strategy for meeting the state’s climate goals and some
expressed interest in creating a CCA compliance pathway involving carbon utilization.

e Areas requiring CCA clarity: Example areas where additional clarity is needed include
what qualifies as an emissions exemption vs. offset under current CCA Program Rule, types
of qualifying technologies/approaches, how “long-lived mineral form” is defined, whether
storage outside of Washington will be allowed, whether durable carbon removals qualify
under the emissions exemption pathway (rather than the offsets pathway), how carbon
utilization will be treated, and how Ecology will prevent double counting under the
emissions exemption and offsets pathways.

¢ Permanent sequestration: A 1000-year permanence requirement is considered
scientifically defensible, and several sequestration approaches have the potential to meet
this permanence requirement. Some see this standard as a strength and others seeitas a
detriment to Washington’s program due to concerns related to the practicality of
implementation and the risk of excluding certain technologies. There is a need for further
clarity surrounding existing language in Ecology rule, as well as implementation
considerations, such as required timeframes for monitoring, financial assurances, and
liabilities.

e Alignment between Washington and California: There is a desire for alignment in
requirements for geologic sequestration between California and Washington. Ecology is
encouraged to closely track California’s efforts surrounding CA Senate Bill 905 and
consider aligning permanence requirements (100 vs. 1000 years).

e Emissions exemption pathway implementation: For geologic sequestration, there is
consensus that Class VI well regulations should be used as a starting point for Cap-and-
Invest guidance development. Ecology may need to develop additional requirements to
account for Cap-and-Invest specific considerations (e.g., emissions accounting needs and
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gaps, allowance re-surrender in the case of carbon dioxide leakage/escape). Ecology may
also need to collaborate with other state agencies and engage with the public to identify
where additional state-level protections or rigor may be required (e.g. seismicity
considerations) as entities explore carbon sequestration as a potential pathway for Cap-
and-Invest Program compliance. A variety of methodologies have been recommended as
model protocols to supplement Class VI regulations. Carbon mineralization methodology
development may have unique considerations compared to geologic sequestration.

Carbon dioxide removal: Washington is encouraged to identify and evaluate policy levers
for CDR, including performance-based metrics such as contracted durability. For Cap-and-
Invest, there is a desire to see an expanded set of protocols, regular protocol update
cycles, alignment with other jurisdictions, and collaboration with other organizations and
refinement of internal processes to accelerate protocol review and adoption. Ecology was
encouraged to consider all forms of CDR and avoid classification terms such as “nature-
based” and “technology-based”. Actions taken by other jurisdictions such as the United
Kingdom, Canada, European Union, and California should be watched closely.

Durable carbon removals: Some advocated for all types of CDR to be included under the
offsets pathway of the CCA. Others advocated for durable CDR approaches, such as direct
air capture, biogenic emissions CCS, bio-oil sequestration, enhanced rock weathering, and
ocean alkalinity enhancement, to be differentiated from offsets and treated as emissions
exemptions or under a unique pathway under the CCA. Proponents of a unique
categorization emphasize the different roles removals of various duration can play in
supporting climate goals and cost disparities between durable and less-durable removal
credits. Ecology was encouraged to consider performance-based approaches such as
contracted durability and warming neutralization, as a part of future policy development.

Carbon utilization: Ecology was encouraged to examine both near-term and short-term
carbon utilization as potential compliance pathways under the CCA and provide
clarification on what pathways might qualify as permanent sequestration vs. utilization
with displacement. Lifecycle-based accounting could be used in crediting. Carbon
recycling and utilization were identified as economical pathways for piloting carbon
capture. Others recognized the value in utilization pathways that could provide clear
climate benefits such as carbon utilization in sustainable aviation fuel, permanent
mineralization, and low-carbon concrete curing.

Carbon management in Washington
Many of the comments we received related to carbon management in the Cap-and-Program were

also applicable to carbon management in Washington. However, some additional Washington-

specific themes we received from our engagement include:

Approach: The state was encouraged to take a portfolio approach with policies supporting
deep decarbonization, CDR, point source CCS, and carbon utilization. Different
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organizations placed different weights on each of these pathways in Washington’s climate
strategy.

e Tribes and communities: Participants emphasized the importance of early engagement,
cultural and natural resource reviews and monitoring, FPIC (Free, Prior, and Informed
Consent), and drawing on lessons learned from others. Washington should require
transparent and project-specific risk assessments and processes for early meaningful
engagement with affected communities and Tribal Nations.

Specific impacts and risks will depend on the type of project, but examples include
potential impacts to air quality, energy demand, and water resources. They also induce
seismicity and/or leakage and impacts associated with construction and sourcing
feedstocks.

Well-developed protocols with robust provisions relating to monitoring and reporting,
stewardship, reliability, corrective actions and safeguards, non-compliance, and
expectations surrounding FPIC, are important. For projects sited on Tribal lands, policies
should be centered around Tribal ownership and co-development rather than location.

e Barriers in Washington: Barriers commonly identified include cost (both for point source
CCS and certain CDR pathways), availability of transportation infrastructure, lack of data
for determining subsurface storage viability, technology nascency, and regulatory
uncertainty and complexity (e.g., permitting pathways and timelines, pore space
ownership, land access, CCA compliance).

e Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA): Commenters expressed a desire for the state to
adopt changes in the upcoming legislative session related to CETA and to treat carbon
management consistently in the implementation of the CCA and CETA.

e Geologic sequestration well permitting: Currently, the U.S. EPA has permitting authority
over Class VI wells in Washington. Some encouraged the state to consider obtaining
primacy to ensure sequestration activities in the state are subject to robust state standards
and oversight and to provide clarity that these regulations apply to both sequestered point
source emissions and removals from the atmosphere or ocean. Some also encouraged
Ecology to work with the U.S. EPA to provide additional clarity on the use of Washington’s
Class V regulations for experimental and pilot wells, emphasizing the role this permitting
pathway could play in enabling rapid and cost-effective site screening and assessment.
Additionally, permitting basalt wells for geologic sequestration may be challenging under
Class Vlregulations due to the low total dissolved solids content often found in these
reservoirs. Permitting basalt wells may require an aquifer exemption or waiver.

e Washington recommendations: Recommendations for state-level action not addressed
in independent sections above (e.g. CETA, geologic sequestration wells, CCA-specific
recommendations) included:

Cap-and-Invest Program’s carbon management process public engagement Page 4



o Commercialization and deployment support: Dedicate CCA funds or other
sources of funding to support CCUS and CDR pilot and demonstration projects, as
well as carbon dioxide pipeline and transportation infrastructure.

o Infrastructure and data: Build out of state transportation and storage
infrastructure, as well as characterization data for determining subsurface storage
viability for geologic sequestration.

o Regulatory certainty: Create transparent pathways for project development and
coordinating across other regulatory agencies, including for permitting and other
regulatory factors. Ensure permitting is harmonized and standardized, draw lessons
from the Joint Resources Permit Application (JARPA) and Governor’s Office for
Regulatory Innovation Assistance (ORIA), work to develop a state-wide strategy that
pre-approves certain field sites for small to medium-sized research and
development projects, leverage models from other states related to geologic
sequestration regulation, aquaculture permitting, and permitting databases.

o Greenhouse gas removals and carbon utilization: Provide clear policy direction
related to durable greenhouse gas removals, carbon utilization, and other carbon
management pathways that may not be fully integrated into the structure of existing
climate programs.

o Tribes and communities: Engage in Government-to-Government consultations for
carbon management projects. Retain legislative funding for the Tribal Carbon Offset
Assistance Grant.

Next Steps

Ecology is in the process of developing a roadmap on the Cap-and-Invest Program’s strategic next
steps for carbon management policy development and implementation. This roadmap will be
released in Fall 2026, along with information on future engagement opportunities.
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