
International Emissions Trading Association (Adarsh Srinivasan)
On behalf of our 300+ member companies, IETA appreciates this opportunity to provide feedback
to ECY on using carbon management under the Cap-and-Invest Program. 

Our full response is attached.
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IETA Comments to Washington Department of 
Ecology: 

Carbon Management in Washington State Cap-and-Invest 
26 June 2026 

 
For more than 25 years, IETA has been the leading global business voice on robust market solutions 
to tackle climate change while driving clean finance at scale to realize the global goals of addressing 
climate change, like those embodied in the Paris Agreement. IETA represents a broad and diverse 
group of companies and businesses (300+ members worldwide) at the forefront of climate action. 
IETA's expertise is regularly called upon to inform carbon market solutions that deliver measurable 
climate outcomes, address economic competitiveness and carbon leakage concerns, balance 
efficiencies with social equity, and support a just transition.  

IETA welcomes the opportunity to respond to Washington State’s Department of Ecology’s (ECY) 
solicitation of input on integrating engineered Carbon Capture, Removal, Utilization, and Storage 
(CCRUS) within the framework of the Washington Cap-and-Invest Program (henceforth referred to 
as “C&I”). We greatly appreciate ECY’s willingness to engage with stakeholders to scale-up this 
necessary component of the state’s climate goals. IETA’s input is structured around the following 
overarching sections:  

1. Introduction 
2. IETA Geostorage and Carbon Crediting Handbook (Version 2.0) 
3. Detailed Responses to Solicitation Questions 
4. Conclusion 
5. Annex: Summary Table from IETA Geostorage and Carbon Crediting Handbook 

 

Section 1: Introduction 

Brought about in part by geopolitical and macroeconomic conditions outside of its control, IETA 
recognizes there are new pressures and challenges facing Washington as the state continues to 
implement several pioneering climate policies. IETA greatly values ECY’s continued leadership on 
these matters and realizes that the significance of these efforts is truly global.  

We believe that a CCRUS Program under C&I can be the first-of-its-kind to drive market-based 
climate action. IETA applauds Washington’s understanding of the role CCRUS technologies must 
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play in reaching its 2045 climate neutral goal. To most effectively, efficiently, and safely roll-out such 
technology (and climate programs in general), ensuring harmonization across policies is critical, 
including, but not limited to, C&I and the Clean Fuel Standard (CFS). These policies can help 
Washington affordably reach climate commitments, drive sustainable economic growth, and unlock 
new domestic and international market opportunities. 

Noting the carbon market linkage agreement signed between Washington, California, and Québec 
market and the ongoing implementation of California’s CCUS program under SB 905, IETA believes 
this is a prime opportunity to launch thoughtful conversations and engagement around CCRUS in 
C&I.1,2 Doing so would provide clarity and certainty for obligated entities and stakeholders, while 
ensuring the maintenance of a liquid market supporting the efficient allocation of resources and 
capital.  

IETA strongly believes that the integration of CCRUS into C&I could serve as an important market 
signal to stakeholders in carbon management. ECY can support project development, stimulate 
financial pathways, and provide standardized reporting mechanisms, while facilitating CCRUS 
deployment across sectors. Otherwise, a fragmented regime could stifle necessary investment and 
development. 

As ECY continues to work through feedback and comments on CCRUS integration into C&I, IETA’s 
global membership stands ready to lend support. We welcome future opportunities to inform and/or 
convene deeper dives with ECY and, where relevant, leverage our global expertise to think through 
design, functionality and affordability elements within the Washington context. 

 

Section 2: IETA Geostorage and Carbon Crediting Handbook (Version 2.0) 

IETA recommends ECY highly leverage Version 2.0 of IETA’s Geostorage and Carbon Crediting 
Handbook. 3  Released in September 2025 during New York Climate Week, the handbook is 
a comprehensive synthesis of methods and safeguards on the crediting of greenhouse 
gas reductions and removals involving geological storage of carbon dioxide (primarily CCS, DACCS, 
and BECCS). 
 
As Washington continues to consider CCRUS integration into C&I, IETA highlights that this work to 
support, develop, and regulate CCUS activities are of growing importance around the world. The 

 
1 https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/2614018.html 
2 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/carbon-capture-and-sequestration/ccs-meetings-workshops 
3 https://www.ieta.org/geostorage-and-carbon-crediting-2-0 
 

https://www.ieta.org/geostorage-and-carbon-crediting-2-0
https://www.ieta.org/geostorage-and-carbon-crediting-2-0
https://www.ieta.org/geostorage-and-carbon-crediting-2-0
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UK announced in July 2025 it will legislate and fully integrate greenhouse gas removals (GGRs) into 
the UK Emission Trading System by the end of 2029, with a detailed analysis of what that integration 
will look like.4 Similarly, Canada accepted comments for a draft federal DACCS offset protocol5 with 
plans to implement a BECCS protocol,6  and the European Union finalized three removals types 
under its Carbon Removals and Carbon Farming (CRCF) Regulation.7 
 
More broadly, the Handbook’s review and analysis covers thirteen (13) total standards:  

• Six (6) independent crediting programs;  
• Five (5) domestic crediting/quantification programs; and  
• Two (2) international crediting/quantification methodologies.  

 
This go-to reference acts as a source for practitioners and policymakers seeking to understand 
current practices, commonalities and differences in scope, expectations and approaches 
for methodological design, safeguards, measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) and 
accounting for CCS and engineered CDR. 
 
The Handbook includes a summary table (included as Annex 1 to this response) highlighting the 
scope, coverage and approaches within the current GCS standards ecosystem is 
provided. Safeguarding and accounting principles, precedents and practice for GCS established 
under the UNFCCC, Kyoto Protocol and the Paris Agreement are also reviewed and assessed, while 
also highlighting important linkages between methodologies, safeguards and accounting for GCS 
operations and the origination and trading of credits in the era of the Paris Agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/integrating-greenhouse-gas-removals-in-the-uk-emissions-
trading-scheme 
5 https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-
it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols/direct-air-
carbon-dioxide-capture-geological-storage/preliminary-draft.html  
6 https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-
it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols.html  
7 https://climate.ec.europa.eu/news-other-reads/news/eu-sets-worlds-first-voluntary-standard-permanent-
carbon-removals-2026-02-03_en  

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols/direct-air-carbon-dioxide-capture-geological-storage/preliminary-draft.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols/direct-air-carbon-dioxide-capture-geological-storage/preliminary-draft.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols/direct-air-carbon-dioxide-capture-geological-storage/preliminary-draft.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/climate-change/pricing-pollution-how-it-will-work/output-based-pricing-system/federal-greenhouse-gas-offset-system/protocols.html
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/news-other-reads/news/eu-sets-worlds-first-voluntary-standard-permanent-carbon-removals-2026-02-03_en
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/news-other-reads/news/eu-sets-worlds-first-voluntary-standard-permanent-carbon-removals-2026-02-03_en
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Section 3: Detailed Responses to Solicitation Questions 

IETA responds to specific questions asked in ECY concepts for potential regulations document.8 

Feedback Area 1: Carbon management within the Cap-and-Invest Program 

1. Which engineered carbon management pathways do you think present the greatest 
opportunity for Cap-and-Invest Program compliance? For example, point source carbon 
capture and storage, carbon capture and utilization, and technological carbon dioxide 
removal. Why? 

 

IETA supports a broad array of project category types and designs that will need to be enabled and 
scaled through policies and strategies implemented through the C&I CCRUS Program and elsewhere. 
Recognizing the existing rule language around permanent sequestration, we believe this includes 
point source CCS, CCU, and tech-based CDR – long-lasting sequestration pathways we strongly 
support  – but also natural climate solutions, for which the permanence requirements can be met 
through contracted durability and other related mechanisms (see Question 7 for more 
information).  Rather than restricting investment in certain pathways and technologies at the 
expense of others, a technology-neutral policy and regulatory approach that keeps an eye to existing 
and emerging CDR pathways rightfully encourages innovation and cost-competitiveness across the 
board. Doing so will continue to showcase Washington’s leadership in pursuing a net-zero strategy 
that encourages investment in the broadest range of necessary CCRUS strategies.  
 

2. What additional clarity is required for effective deployment of engineered carbon 
management for Cap-and-Invest Program compliance? What is the most important? What is 
the most pressing? 
 

IETA encourages ECY to utilize existing standards, best practices and best available science to 
inform its next steps in the implementation of its CCRUS Program. This would streamline the entry 
of CCRUS stakeholders into the Washington C&I market, minimize compliance and regulatory costs, 
and improve project viability.  

Our members find the UIC Class VI program, developed by the U.S. EPA with extensive scientific 
input, to be a comprehensive, risk-based framework for ensuring that geologic storage projects 

 
8 https://ecology.wa.gov/getattachment/d5ac02c7-e37f-41fe-b5f3-3014b38ec3b5/WA-ECY_carbon-
management_public-comment-questions.pdf 
 

https://ecology.wa.gov/getattachment/d5ac02c7-e37f-41fe-b5f3-3014b38ec3b5/WA-ECY_carbon-management_public-comment-questions.pdf
https://ecology.wa.gov/getattachment/d5ac02c7-e37f-41fe-b5f3-3014b38ec3b5/WA-ECY_carbon-management_public-comment-questions.pdf
https://ecology.wa.gov/getattachment/d5ac02c7-e37f-41fe-b5f3-3014b38ec3b5/WA-ECY_carbon-management_public-comment-questions.pdf
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protect public health, drinking water, and the environment. Recognizing that the CCRUS Program 
must establish a rigorous, protective regulatory framework for geologic CO2 storage, where 
Washington proposes to exceed the rigorous UIC Class VI baseline, there should be a clear safety or 
environmental rationale for doing so.  

Beyond US-based frameworks, IETA also encourages usage of our Handbook for Geostorage and 
Carbon Crediting. The Handbook covers methodological safeguards from across leading 
government regulators and global independent crediting programs (See Section 2 and Annex 1).  

 

3. Do you have any specific questions regarding the treatment of different carbon management 
pathways under the Cap-and-Invest Program? 

 

IETA advocates for consistency in the regulatory requirements for the emissions exemption and 
offsets pathways. We are concerned by the risk of double counting under both pathways with 
differing boundary conditions and value chain accounting approaches. For example, energy use by 
DACCS facilities could be subject to C&I compliance. Another risk is that compliance entities use 
point-source carbon capture to minimize their participation in C&I, undermining the market. We 
encourage ECY to maintain consistency in the regulatory framework for all CCRUS activities and to 
clarify the accounting boundaries between the two pathways 

 

Feedback Area 2: Carbon management in Washington 

4. Do engineered carbon management pathways present a feasible decarbonization strategy 
for companies/facilities in Washington? For example, point source carbon capture and 
storage, carbon capture and utilization, and technological carbon dioxide removal. Why? 
Why not? 

 

IETA believes that engineered carbon management is an essential component of net-zero strategy. 
Many Washington companies/facilities may have residual emissions that cannot be eliminated, and 
CCRUS can help mitigate these emissions. Point-source CCS and CDR are reliable technologies 
with a proven track record, and there is strong potential for high-integrity use with C&I. Integrating 
CCRUS within C&I will catalyze the development of the industry within Washington. 

IETA consistently advocates for a portfolio of market-based solutions (including engineered carbon 
management) to achieve net-zero emissions. We reiterate our support for a technology-neutral 
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approach and encourage ECY to allow for the development of various engineered carbon 
management strategies. 

 

5. What are the greatest obstacles to implementing engineered carbon management in 
Washington and how can the state remove those barriers? 

 
Currently, there is a fragmentation of standards around Monitoring Reporting, and Verification (MRV), 
safeguards, and accounting for carbon management projects, as can be seen in the annexed 
summary table. IETA encourages ECY to adopt practical and implementable standards drawing on 
best practices from jurisdictions and Independent Crediting Programs across the world, with special 
emphasis on Class VI regulations to ensure national consistency.  

 

Feedback Area 3: Implementation of the CCA Program Rule 

6. Which sequestration and/or mineralization approaches might meet this definition of 
permanent sequestration? Why? 

 

The IPCC Special Report on Carbon Capture and Storage (2005) states, "Observations from 
engineered and natural analogues as well as models suggest that the fraction retained in 
appropriately selected and managed geological reservoirs is very likely to exceed 99% over 100 years 
and is likely to exceed 99% over 1,000 years. For well-selected, designed and managed geological 
storage sites, the vast majority of the CO2 will gradually be immobilized by various trapping 
mechanisms and, in that case, could be retained for up to millions of years" (p. 14). 9 

This conclusion provided the foundations for the development of regulatory frameworks for carbon 
storage in USA, Canada, the EU and Australia among others. These frameworks seek to ensure 
appropriate selection of sites and set down requirements for in respect of them being well-designed 
and well-operated. 

Therefore, IETA believes that several established sequestration and mineralization approaches meet 
ECY’s definition of permanent sequestration. We encourage ECY to be non-prescriptive and focus 
on the steps and procedures within a regulatory framework that allow for appropriate selection, 
design and management of storage sites to give assurance for long-term permanence. For what can 
be considered less durable solutions, ECY can backstop the risk of reversal through contracted 

 
9 https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/srccs_wholereport-1.pdf 
 

https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/srccs_wholereport-1.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/srccs_wholereport-1.pdf
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durability, which can include mechanisms such as buffer pools, project-level insurance, etc. The 
Beyond Alliance, RMI, and the American Forest Foundation published a detailed paper on 
contracted durability in June 2026, assessing the impacts of these mechanisms and exploring how 
risk-adjusted durability guarantees can be integrated into active policy and standard-setting 
processes.10 We encourage ECY to refer to this paper to design carbon management standards that 
support broad CDR pathway inclusion while maintaining robust, statiatory permanence standards.  

 
7. How can and should elements such as monitoring and verification procedures and risk 

mitigation, compensation, financial assurance, and reversal provisions be factored into 
Ecology’s implementation of the CCA program rule? 
 

These elements are vital ingredients of an appropriate regulatory framework that provides long-term 
confidence in permanent storage, reduces moral hazards, and builds confidence in carbon 
management technology. We encourage ECY to carefully examine how these elements are 
addressed in the Class VI well rule, and to ensure that they are applied to all carbon management 
projects in Washington, regardless of CO2 source or pathway (emission exemption or offsets). 

Beyond US-based frameworks, IETA also encourages usage of our Handbook for Geostorage and 
Carbon Crediting. The Handbook covers methodological safeguards from across leading 
government regulators and global independent crediting programs (See Section 2 and Annex 1).  

 

8. How might federal Class VI well or other applicable state or federal standards be leveraged? 
9. What other methodologies or protocols related to geologic sequestration and/or 

mineralization should Ecology look at? 
 

As previously mentioned, IETA encourages ECY to rely on the EPA’s UIC Class VI program as a 
baseline regulatory framework. This would ensure uniformity for CCRUS project developers active 
across the country and limit barriers to entering Washington C&I. 

We would also note that CARB is currently implementing SB 905 to develop a California CCUS 
Program. CARB recently released a document on the Concepts for Potential Regulations, and we 
encourage ECY to collaborate with CARB to maintain consistency for CCUS regulations across the 
two states, given impending linkage between California and Washington’s carbon markets.11 At a 

 
10 https://rmi.org/resources/contracted-durability-a-framework-for-performance-based-carbon-removal/ 
 
11 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2025-08/905_solicitation_Aug2025_0.pdf 

https://rmi.org/resources/contracted-durability-a-framework-for-performance-based-carbon-removal/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB905
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2025-08/905_solicitation_Aug2025_0.pdf
https://rmi.org/resources/contracted-durability-a-framework-for-performance-based-carbon-removal/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2025-08/905_solicitation_Aug2025_0.pdf
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high level, CARB is following the strategy of using the EPA Class VI regulations as a base while adding 
California-specific requirements, which we encourage ECY to emulate. 

We recommend that ECY consider other subnational and international regulations detailed in the 
Geostorage and Carbon Crediting Handbook, including those in Alberta, the EU and the UK. These 
regulations illustrate how CCRUS can be integrated within a broader compliance carbon market and 
can inform ECY’s approach.  

 

10. As Ecology works to provide clarity on the CCA Program Rule implementation, what 
strategies could mitigate potential harms to communities and Tribes? 

 

IETA encourages ECY to align with existing rules on harm mitigation for major infrastructure projects 
in the State. A good example is the State Environmental Policy Act, which would require 
environmental review, public participation, and consideration of project impacts for most CCRUS 
projects. Separately, there are several risk assessment elements and procedures covered in Class 
VI regulations that ECY could adopt. One of the Class VI requirements is an emergency response 
remedial plan (ERRP) which mandates operators to maintain detailed procedures for CO2 leakage 
risk and a traffic light system (TLS) to manage seismicity. 

 

Section 4: Conclusion 

We greatly appreciate this opportunity to provide feedback to ECY on integrating CCRUS within C&I. 
IETA believes that this consultation is an opportunity to harmonize and ensure consistent 
implementation of this necessary component of the state’s carbon neutral climate goal. We look 
forward to continuing to engage with ECY as implementation unfolds.  

 

 
 

https://www.ieta.org/geostorage-and-carbon-crediting-2-0


Annex 1: Summary Table from IETA Geostorage and Carbon Crediting Handbook 
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See the following three pages for the summary table included in Version 2.0 of IETA’s Geostorage and Carbon Crediting Handbook, 
which was released in September 2025. The table provides a detailed synthesis of current methodologies and protocols related to 
geological CO2 storage activities, spanning compliance and voluntary programs and standards around the world.  

  

https://www.ieta.org/geostorage-and-carbon-crediting-2-0
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