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Introduction 
The purpose of a Concise Explanatory Statement is to: 

• Meet the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) requirements for agencies to prepare a 
Concise Explanatory Statement (RCW 34.05.325). 

• Provide reasons for adopting the rule. 

• Describe any differences between the proposed rule and the adopted rule. 

• Provide Ecology’s response to public comments. 

This Concise Explanatory Statement provides information on The Washington State Department 
of Ecology’s (Ecology) rule adoption for:

Title: 
WAC Chapter(s):  
Adopted date:  
Effective date:

 
Cap-and-Invest Offsets (US Forest Protocol) 
173-446-500 through 173-446-595  
June 16, 2026

To see more information related to this rulemaking or other Ecology rulemakings please visit our 
website: https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/How-we-operate/Laws-rules-rulemaking.  

https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/How-we-operate/Laws-rules-rulemaking
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Reasons for Adopting the Rule 
The Climate Commitment Act (CCA) states that Ecology shall consider adopting offset protocols 
that make use of aggregation (the grouping of multiple small projects into a single, larger offset 
project) and cost-effective provisions for monitoring, reporting and verification (RCW 
70A.65.170). The Climate Commitment Act adopted offset protocols from the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) in 2021, including the Ozone Depleting Substances, U.S. Forest, 
Urban Forestry, and Livestock Projects protocols without changes to said protocols. During the 
public comment period on our initial adoption of chapter 173-446 WAC and adoption of offset 
protocols from CARB, Ecology received 28 comments from organizations, Tribal governments, 
and individuals recommending offset protocol changes. Ecology’s response to those comments 
stated the agency’s intent to consider new and revised offset protocols in future rulemakings, 
including this current rulemaking. Ecology filed a rule proposal on January 21, 2026, to amend 
sections of chapter 173-446 WAC and update the U.S. Forest protocol to be more applicable to 
the forests of Washington state. This rulemaking will increase the diversity of offset projects 
available to Cap-and-Invest Program participants, broadening the scope of possible greenhouse 
gas reductions in our state.  

Differences Between the Proposed Rule and Adopted 
Rule 

RCW 34.05.325(6)(a)(ii) requires Ecology to describe the differences between the text of the 
proposed rule as published in the Washington State Register and the text of the rule as adopted, 
other than editing changes, stating the reasons for the differences.  
There are some differences between the proposed rule filed on January 21, 2026, and the adopted 
rule filed on June 10, 2026. Ecology made these changes for all or some of the following 
reasons:  

• To respond to comments we received 

• To ensure clarity and consistency 

• To meet the intent of the authorizing statute  
The following content describes the changes and Ecology’s reasons for making them. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70A.65.170
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70A.65.170
https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-446
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.325
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Section Change Reason for Change 

WAC 173-446-520(6)(a) Add new text related to the 
submission of an offset 
project listing clarifying the 
registry review of a project 
listing form for completion is 
required, and any identified 
errors must be corrected 
prior to approval of listing 
form. 

This change clarifies that 
approval of the project listing 
form does not require a 
review of the accuracy of the 
information in the form 
(which will be re-submitted 
and reviewed for accuracy 
later in the process). This 
clarification avoids a 
potential situation where a 
project proponent could 
construe approval of the 
listing form as approval of all 
accuracy of all information 
contained in the form, and 
future revision requests on 
that basis. This revision does 
not change the process 
related to listing form 
submittal or review timeline 
of this form. 

WAC 173-446-520(11) Add new text clarifying 
requirements and process for 
listing for resubmittal in the 
event of a change in offset 
project operator. 

This change clarifies the 
circumstances in which a 
change in ownership requires 
resubmittal of a listing form. 

WAC 173-446-550(3)(b) Removal of text related to 
early action projects. 

Early action projects are not 
relevant to Ecology’s Cap-
and-Invest Program. 

WAC 173-446-570(4) Removal of “Computational 
Reversal”. 

In response to comment I-4, 
O-4, O-7. 

WAC 173-446-595(5) Require ongoing verification 
of planned activities that 
provide Direct Environmental 
Benefits (DEBs) to the state 
of Washington, if 
implementation of these 
planned activities is a 
component of DEBs 
application. 

This change clarifies that 
implementation of planned 
activities to benefit the air or 
water of Washington state 
must be verified once 
implemented to ensure 
adequate implementation 
and maintenance. 
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Section Change Reason for Change 

Table 3.3 of U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol 

Revised requirements 
regarding standing and lying 
deadwood retention to 
retain alignment with CARB 
U.S. Forest Protocol 2015 

In response to comment B-2. 

Section 4.1 of U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol 

Addition of text regarding 
enrollment of all forested 
areas owned by Forest 
Owner(s) within an area no 
smaller than an area defined 
by HUC 14 hydrological units 
or the entire area owned by 
the Forest Owner. 
“Exceptions may be provided 
when enrollment of all 
forested areas owned by 
Forest Owner(s) within the 
applicable hydrological unit is 
infeasible, impractical, or 
conflicts with existing land 
use plans. Further, 
exceptions may be granted 
when enrollment of all forest 
areas within the applicable 
hydrological unit conflicts 
with a Tribe’s jurisdictional 
boundaries or is otherwise 
infeasible for a Tribal nation.” 

In response to comment T-1. 

Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, Appendix 
B, and associated reference 
of U.S. Forest Offset Protocol 

Revised quantification 
approach for soil carbon 
emissions to align with CARB 
U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 
2015. Soil carbon emissions 
are only quantified when a 
site preparation involves 
significant soil disturbance. 
Clarified treatment of 
substitute emissions in 
Greenhouse Gas Assessment 
Boundary. 

In response to comment B-2, 
O-7. 
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Section Change Reason for Change 

Equation 6.1 of U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol 

Revision to Equation 6.1 in 
U.S. Forest Protocol to 
resolve current inconsistency 
between the net change in 
carbon in harvested wood 
products listed in equation 
and the figure listed in the 
description of the table. 
Description of table was 
revised to reflect 0.60 (60%) 
market response assumption. 

In response to comment B-2. 

Revision to section 6.2.1.2 of 
U.S. Forest Offset Protocol 

Remove reference to specific 
source of Common Practice 
statistics. This change 
ensures that Common 
Practice statistics can be 
revised and updated if the 
current source for these 
figures becomes unavailable.  

In response to comment O-3.  

Revision to section 6.2.1.3 of 
U.S. Forest Offset Protocol 

Revise text in protocol to 
refer to Common Practice 
variance figure in Assessment 
Area dataset. While 
Assessment Area dataset 
figures are unchanged from 
Proposal, this change allows 
for updates to these values in 
the future. 

In response to comment I-4.  

Revision to section 6.2.1.5 of 
U.S. Forest Offset Protocol 

Revise financial viability 
analysis requirements for 
Improved Forest 
Management projects on 
private lands to allow the 
method of financial analysis 
used in CARB’s U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol June 25, 
2015. 

In response to comment O-5. 
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Section Change Reason for Change 

Equation 6.5 of U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol 

Correction to equation to 
convert output of equation 
from a percent to baseline 
volume. 

In response to comment B-2. 

Equation 6.6 and 6.7 Clarification to quantification 
of baselines for Improved 
Forest Management projects 
on private lands during the 
10-year depletion. 

In response to comment B-2. 

Table 7.1 of U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol 

Added clarification that a site 
visit is required after the first 
reporting period in a 
renewed crediting period, 
and clarifying timeframe for 
canopy monitoring. 

In response to comment O-7. 

Throughout U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol 

Formatting, spelling, section 
and table references, and 
grammatical edits.  

Improve readability and 
correct minor 
inconsistencies.   
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List of Commenters and Response to Comments 
Name Affiliation Comment number  

Grayson Badgley Individual I-1 

Donna Albert Individual I-2  

Libby Blanchard Individual I-3 

Teresa Lang Anew Climate  I-4 

Michael Dillinger Grassroots Carbon B-1  

Olivia Jacobs Xyla Land and Resource 
Advisors, on behalf of 
Washington Forest 
Protection Association 

B-2 

Kristin Lowell  Lummi Nation  T-1 

Grayson Badgley CarbonPlan O-1 

Amy Kessler Climate Action Reserve O-2 

Zoe Jee  Clean Air Task Force O-3 

Adarsh Srinivasan International Emissions 
Trading Association  

O-4  

Katie Fields Washington Conservation 
Action 

O-5 

Heath Heikkila American Forest Resource 
Council 

O-6 

Kurt Krapfl ACR O-7 

Comments submitted by each individual, business, and organization are provided below and 
quoted as originally spoken or written. Ecology’s response to each is provided after the 
comment.  Comment numbers correlate to the entities listed above. 

Comment I-1 
Hello my name's Grayson Badgley. That's G-r-a-y s-o-n and Badgley is B-a-d-g-l-e-y. Lower my 
hand. All right. And I'll start my comment. I want to first start by thanking Ecology for the 
opportunity to comment today. And I also want to take a moment to thank Jordan in particular. 
Jordan, I know you've worked on this, um, very hard for a number of years, and. Yeah, uh, I just 
it's worth recognizing all the hard work that I know has gone into this. Um, I've been engaged 
with Ecology for about two years in developing the revisions to this forest protocol that are 
proposed in this rulemaking, uh, that started with my participation on, uh, ecology's U.S. Forest 
Offset Protocol technical working group. Uh, and it's continued. Uh, the last two rounds of 
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informal comment of the draft versions of this proposed protocol. I've submitted comments. I've 
spoken with Jordan on various occasions throughout that process. I've relied on my training, my 
academic training as a forest ecologist. I have a PhD in forest ecology and plant physiology and 
on my expertise in the carbon markets, which I've been studying and researching for the past 
several years. It's with that background that I can confidently say that Ecology's proposed 
protocol fails to satisfy its statutory requirement that its offsets are real and permanent. I think 
ecology has done some good things. I think they really have made some steps to lower the 
likelihood of issuing nonadditional credits, and I think it's great that there's going to be spatially 
explicit risks. But when it comes to how the proposed protocol specifies buffer pool 
contributions for wildfire and insect risk, there's some real scientific problems, in particular 
critical assumptions about the maximum risk of wildfire loss at twelve percent and insect risk 
being capped at eight percent over the next one hundred years. It has no basis in science. It has 
no basis in the scientific literature. These assumptions were not discussed in the various technical 
work, group meetings, and on multiple occasions I've asked ecology where these numbers came 
from, and I really haven't had one yet. There's equally arbitrary decisions that have been made 
around, reductions in these risks from vegetation management plans. It's a fifty percent reduction 
for vegetation management plans. That is written in the protocol don't have. They're very ill 
defined. It doesn't even say the vegetation management plan has to address specific insect risks. 
It’s started as an eighty percent reduction and now it's just a fifty percent reduction. But where 
did those numbers come from? I don't know, but what I can tell you is they do not come from the 
scientific literature. Combined together, these two arbitrary decisions of capping risk and 
arbitrarily allowing for reduction of those arbitrary risks means that we have no assurances that 
offsets issued under this rule will be real or permanent, which is required by statute. Thank you. 

Ecology response to comment I-1 
Thank you for your comment, and for your contributions to Ecology’s U.S. Forest Protocol 
Offset Technical Working Group. Ecology’s revision to the buffer pool contribution in this 
rulemaking has three components: 

Increase in contribution amounts for forests in high fire and high disease risk areas. We 
agree that the buffer pool is an important mechanism to ensure project permanence. Ecology’s 
revised protocol increases buffer pool contributions based on fire and disease risk at the HUC 
(Hydrological Unit)-10 scale. Within the HUC-10s in Ecology’s Assessment Area dataset, 
contributions related to fire and disease risk can be as high as 18% (up to a theoretical 20% for 
the highest fire and disease risk areas). In all but in the lowest fire and disease risk areas, buffer 
pool contributions related to fire and disease risk will increase compared with the prior versions 
of Ecology’s adopted U.S. Forest Offset protocol (CARB U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015 
adopted by reference by Ecology).  

Ecology is not aware of currently available data that estimates the absolute risk of carbon loss 
due to wildfire or disease in a project area over a 100-year period. In the absence of absolute risk 
metrics, Ecology’s approach quantifies relative risk and assigns a contribution based on that 
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relative risk, in alignment with ACR’s Reversal Risk Analysis and Buffer Pool Contribution 
Determination. This approach will result in larger buffer pool contributions than the approach in 
the Climate Action Reserve’s U.S. Forest Protocol 5.1 Protocol or CARB’s U.S. Forest Protocol 
June 25, 2015. While direct comparison with Verra’s “Procedure for Applying Non-Permanence 
Risk Tool 5.0” is difficult due to structural differences, we believe that contribution rates will be 
comparable or higher through Ecology’s revised protocol compared with Verra’s approach.  

In summary, our assessment is that this revised protocol will result in buffer pool contributions 
that are comparable to or more conservative than the other forest carbon offset crediting 
programs in the United States. Ecology’s Preliminary Regulatory Analysis quantified buffer pool 
contributions from 50 projects issued by CARB and found that Ecology’s revised U.S. Forest 
Offset protocol will result in significantly larger buffer pool contributions compared with the 
prior version of the protocol (from an average of 15.4% to 19.6%). Ecology anticipates that this 
rulemaking will meaningfully increase the strength of the buffer pool.  

Revision to deductions for risk mitigation work. Ecology has revised the structure of buffer pool 
contribution deductions for risk mitigation work. Our revisions provide greater specificity on what 
a project must achieve to qualify for a buffer pool contribution deduction. Projects can reduce 
buffer pool contributions related to fire and disease if an approved vegetation management plan 
exists that is implemented across the project area. The protocol states that “Vegetation treatments 
must be available in a report and aligned with a comprehensive vegetation management plan that 
identifies specific temporal and spatial actions to enhance forest resilience across the Project 
Area. The vegetation management plan must be approved by a state agency or federal or, if 
approval by a state or federal agency is not possible, developed under the oversight of a 
Professional Forester and reviewed by Ecology and the approved offset project registry. Verifiers 
must confirm the status of implementation of the management plan.” We believe this is a 
meaningfully higher threshold for buffer pool contribution deductions than the prior adopted 
version of the protocol.  

We believe these deductions for risk mitigation work align with scientific literature. A 2024 meta-
analysis found that reductions in surface fuels through prescribed burning and thinning reduced 
fire severity by 60-72% relative to untreated areas.2 Similarly, a 2022 study found that forest 
thinning treatments mitigated the mortality impacts of insects and pathogens.3 These results align 
with a 2020 meta-analysis examining the effects of different forest management options on 
pathogen resilience.4 Critically, both studies found that appropriate application of effective forest 
treatments to mitigate the specific localized pathogen or insect threat is essential to the efficacy of 
the treatment. We believe that adding requirements for approval of the vegetation management 
plan by the applicable state or federal agency, oversight by a Professional Forester, and 

 

2 Davis, K. T., Peeler, J., Fargione, J., Haugo, R. D., Metlen, K. L., Robles, M. D., & Woolley, T. (2024). A meta-analysis 
of thinning, prescribed fire, and wildfire effects on subsequent wildfire severity in conifer dominated forests of the 
Western US. For. Ecol. Manag, 561, 121885. 
3 Moreau, G., Chagnon, C., Achim, A., Caspersen, J., D’Orangeville, L., Sánchez-Pinillos, M., & Thiffault, N. (2022). 
Opportunities and limitations of thinning to increase resistance and resilience of trees and forests to global 
change. Forestry, 95(5), 595-615. 
4 Roberts, M., Gilligan, C. A., Kleczkowski, A., Hanley, N., Whalley, A. E., & Healey, J. R. (2020). The effect of forest 
management options on forest resilience to pathogens. Frontiers in Forests and Global Change, 3, 7. 
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confirmation by the verifier will help ensure appropriate application of effective vegetation 
management practices.  

Ability to update buffer pool contributions outside of rulemaking. Ecology believes that 
alternative methods, datasets, and approaches will be available in the future that may strengthen 
the buffer pool contribution approach in the protocol. To facilitate these revisions, Ecology has 
identified buffer pool contributions by HUC-10 in the Assessment Area dataset, a separate 
document that will be maintained by the agency and updated as appropriate. This allows Ecology 
to make regular and timely updates to these contribution values as appropriate. We welcome input 
on alternative data sources or methods that Ecology should consider in the future.  

Taken together, Ecology believes this revision to buffer pool contributions in the protocol 
significantly strengthens fire and disease risk mitigation in our adopted protocol and aligns with 
other protocols and scientific literature. We expect that scientific understanding related to wildfire 
and disease risk for forests in the Northwest is likely to evolve in the coming years. We have 
structured this aspect of the offset protocol to allow Ecology to be responsive to changes in 
available tools, data, or buffer pool contribution methods. Ecology also believes that forest offset 
protocols can be an important funding mechanism for fire and disease risk reduction work. 
Through this revision we have sought to ensure adequate consideration of forest health, without 
imposing undue constraints on this mechanism to fund forest resilience work.  

Comment I-2 
Thank you. Yes. I'm concerned that, however your process is that it that it actually measures the 
reduced carbon in a way that is real, so that so that you're, you're not. The process has to be  
aligned with what's actually happening on the ground. And my concern comes from experiences 
at state agencies like DNR and watching their processes DNR and Department of Commerce, 
others, where there's assumption there are assumptions that, uh, for instance, uh, removing 
biomass from a forest reduces fire load, that kind of thing, or that wood products are sequestering 
more carbon than they are. Um, so, um, as you know, we're actually lagging behind in cutting 
our carbon emissions in the state of Washington. Our carbon limit for twenty thirty is, or I should 
say, our greenhouse gas emissions limit for twenty thirty is a forty five percent reduction from 
nineteen ninety levels. We're not getting there, and I'm concerned that part of the reason is 
because we're not really understanding the physical carbon reduction effects of our actions. So I 
think there should be some way of evaluating whether this Cap and invest program is actually 
succeeding in reducing carbon emissions, greenhouse gas emissions in the real world. And I am 
also concerned that, for instance, in the state legislature there's no difference. And at DNR there 
is no difference between um timber Plantations and naturally regenerated forests. That's  kind of 
a big blind side. A big blind spot. And so I guess I'm, I'm concerned that whatever you do is 
actually reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the real world, and we're not stuck with old 
definitions or outdated concepts. Thank you. Yeah. I don't know if I said my name. Donna 
Albert. D-o-n-n-a A-l-b-e-r-t. Montesano, Washington. Thank you. 
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Ecology response to I-2 
Thank you for your comment. Ecology agrees that appropriate and conservative quantification of 
forest carbon is essential to the Cap-and-Invest offset protocol. In the Cap-and-Invest forest 
carbon offset program, offsets are only issued based on measured carbon stored in a forest, 
compared with the established baseline. These measurements are verified by an independent 
third-party verifier and reviewed by Ecology before issuance of any offset credits.  

Biomass removal for harvest or fire risk reduction is measured and quantified as part of each 
reporting period. Ecology does not issue offset credits based on projections of reduced wildfire 
risk based on vegetation management, although the protocol does include an incentive to 
implement comprehensive vegetation management plans through modest reductions to the buffer 
pool contributions.  

In addition, the U.S. Forest offset protocol includes forest management requirements, including 
native species composition and limits on harvest intensity and clearcut unit size. Through this 
rulemaking we are seeking to ensure that this protocol reflects the most up-to-date understanding 
of forests in our region. We expect to continue to update and revise this protocol in the future to 
ensure its effectiveness.  

Comment I-3  
Chapter 173-446 WAC: Cap-and-Invest U.S. Forest Offsets Protocol Formal Comment Period 

Submission by Libby Blanchard PhD, Chao Wu PhD, Jacob I. Levine PhD and William R.L. 
Anderegg 

We appreciate Ecology's engagement with the technical working group as part of this process 
and see some improvements in the draft protocol as a result of this process. We have a number of 
crucial suggestions for strengthening the scientific rigor of the protocol, which is urgently needed 
given that offsets must deliver on many core aspects of quality so that weak offsets do not 
compromise the efficacy of the Climate Commitment Act target of 95% greenhouse gas emission 
reductions by 2050. These comments are based on a recent expert synthesis that we led about the 
crucial components for forest carbon offsets (Anderegg et al 2025) and a recently-published 
meta-analysis (Levine, Zahnd et al. 2026), which can be found below. Please see our specific 
comments below and we look forward to further engaging with Ecology to help provide 
expertise and data to improve the draft protocol.  

References:  

Anderegg, W. R., Blanchard, L., Anderson, C., Badgley, et al. (2025). Towards more effective 
nature-based climate solutions in global forests. Nature, 643(8074), 1214-1222. 

Levine, J. I., Zahnd, C., Blanchard, L., Fickle, J. C., Lengyel, T., Liu, M., ... & Anderegg, W. R. 
(2026). Variable impacts of forest treatments on carbon and mortality following disturbance. 
Environmental Research Letters. 

Revision 2. Revise IFM - private lands projects baseline quantification and crediting approach 
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Regarding crediting periods for Improved Forest Management projects, we still encourage the 
Department of Ecology to adopt 5 year crediting periods and baseline reassessment intervals for 
most project types. Shorter crediting periods limit the time that baselines can be misaligned with 
actual conditions, and the trend across the carbon market is toward more frequent (e.g. 5 year) 
baseline reassessment intervals. Given the amount of uncertainty within the proposed 10 year 
time period, even within IFM projects on private lands, we discourage this for all project types, 
and especially nature-based carbon crediting projects, given the large potential for changing 
baselines, given uncertainty of natural growth (Brancalion and Holl 2020; Holl and Brancalion 
2020) and socio-economic changes that could affect projects.  Shorter baseline reassessment 
intervals limit the time that baselines can be misaligned with actual conditions, including 
changing policies and market dynamics. This would make crediting more scientifically rigorous.  

References:  

Holl, K.D. and Brancalion, P.H.S. Tree planting is not a simple solution. Science (2020). 

Brancalion, P. H., & Holl, K. D. (2020). Guidance for successful tree planting initiatives. Journal 
of Applied Ecology, 57(12), 2349-2361. 

Haya, B. K. et al. Comprehensive review of carbon quantification by improved forest 
management offset protocols. Front. For. Glob. Change 6, 958879 (2023). 

Coffield, S. R. et al. Using remote sensing to quantify the additional climate benefits of 
California forest carbon offset projects. Glob. Change Biol. 28, 6789–6806 (2022). 

Stapp, J. et al. Little evidence of management change in California's forest offset program. 
Commun. Earth Environ. 4, 331 (2023). 

Revision 6. Set buffer pool contributions in consideration of regional risks 

Given that most buffer pools are severely undercapitalized and inadequate, this is a step in the 
right direction, particularly the consideration of regional variation of risk. Regarding buffer pool 
contributions, Haya et al. (2023) found that about 26% was probably a conservative floor for 
stand-clearing disturbance and timber harvest disturbances in REDD+ projects, while Wu et al. 
(2023) observed that roughly 36% of area in California's compliance offset projects was 
projected to lose carbon over the twenty-first century in a mid-range emissions scenario. 
Therefore, total maximum buffer pool contributions may well need to be over 30% to robustly 
account for risk.  

However, the predetermined maximum buffer pool contributions for fire (12%) and biotic risks 
(8%) are not scientifically defensible or robust. The buffer pool contribution for all risks, 
especially fire risks, should represent scientifically-assessed risk, and not be limited to a 
predetermined cap. We have a forthcoming peer-reviewed paper in the next several months that 
provides robust, wall-to-wall US-wide buffer pool size maps that reveal the actual risks far 
exceed these caps and provide datasets that provide a robust solution (Wu et al. in press). 
Furthermore, we urge the Department of Ecology to reconsider the 80% buffer pool contribution 
reduction offered for implementing risk reduction treatments, which very likely overcompensates 
for the actual risk reduction accomplished by treatments and is not based on robust scientific 
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evidence. Risk reduction to buffer pool contribution should be updated to be based on rigorous 
scientific evidence for each specific risk factor, which a recent meta-analysis found was a 
maximum of 23% for wildfire risk reduction and zero for all other disturbances (Levine, Zahnd 
et al. 2026).  

Thus, these two elements of the buffer pool are inconsistent with the best-available science.  
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Revision 12. Alternative approaches for quantifying certain types of reversals 

We believe that the language "avoidable" and "unavoidable" is a better categorization to 
differentiate reversals, and encourage the Department of Ecology to apply this language. Such 
language is important, as there are examples, such as personal or business insolvency leading to 
the defaulting of an activity participant on their obligations, which illustrate that while a reversal 
may not have been "Intentional", it nevertheless is a result of actions by the activity participant 
for which they are responsible.  

Proposed topics for continued research, not within the scope of this rulemaking  

Topic 5. Allow insurance mechanisms in lieu of buffer pool contribution 
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Buffer pool accounts are far more robust than the insurance products described in the public 
consultation draft. Insurance policies would need to be required to be held for the entire 100+ 
year lifetime of a project. Yet, critically, insurance products only insure for a short period of time 
(e.g. 5-10 years).  

In contrast, an adequately capitalized buffer pool could theoretically insure nature-based carbon 
credits for 50-100 years, which is likely the period of time carbon will need to be stored in such 
projects to make a real climate mitigation impact depending on emission scenario (Anderegg et 
al 2025). Instead of allowing insurance products to address durability, the Department of 
Ecology should better capitalize their buffer pool, based on rigorous, peer-reviewed, independent 
data sources to have adequate credits to insure risk of reversal given increasing climate risks. 

References:  

Anderegg, W.R.L., Blanchard, L., Anderson, C. et al. Towards more effective nature-based 
climate solutions in global forests. Nature 643, 1214–1222 (2025). 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-025-09116-6 

Topic 8. Revise 100-year project commitment within the U.S. Forest Protocol 

We agree with the Department of Ecology that project time commitments shorter than 100 years 
for projects that are at risk of reversal are not compatible with the requirements of the cap-and-
invest program. The best science suggests that the project commitment period for any project at 
risk of reversal should be 100 years. This is not only to have a consistent project duration across 
jurisdictions linked to the program; it is also the scientifically robust choice. Carbon from a 
project must be sequestered until at least peak warming to have a real climate mitigation impact. 
The IPCC SSP2-4.5 emissions pathway mapping scenarios with intermediate GHG emissions 
suggests that peak warming will occur some time after 2100. Therefore, a 100 year durability 
requirement is a robust and scientifically grounded choice.  

References:  

IPCC, 2023: Climate Change 2023: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and 
III to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core 
Writing Team, H. Lee and J. Romero (eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 184 pp. doi: 
10.59327/IPCC/AR6-9789291691647 

Ecology response to comment I-3 

Thank you for your comment. Our response is structured around the topic areas in your 
comment. 

Response to comment related to crediting periods for Improved Forest Management (IFM) 
projects. In this rule revision we have reduced crediting periods for Improved Forest 
Management projects from 25 years to 10 years. This change is intended to ensure that baselines 
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for these projects are recalculated periodically to ensure that project baselines remain reflective 
of market conditions, legal requirements, and forest dynamics. This reduced crediting period 
does increase costs for project developers who will need to recalculate the project baseline on a 
more frequent interval. The key inputs to the establishment of a baseline, such as Common 
Practice figures, are based on datasets that are updated infrequently. Common Practice figures, 
for instance, are based on Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) plots. Many FIA plots are remeasured 
every 10 years. Ecology believes that requiring baseline recalculation every 5 years would 
impose an additional cost on project developers without a clear benefit, because many of the data 
sources that contribute to a project’s baseline are unlikely to change significantly within a 5-year 
period. 

Response to comment related to buffers pool. Ecology’s revision to the buffer pool 
contribution in this rulemaking has three components: 

      Increase in contribution amounts for forests in high fire and high disease risk areas. We 
agree that the buffer pool is an important mechanism to ensure project permanence. Ecology’s 
revised protocol increases buffer pool contributions based on fire and disease risk at the HUC-10 
scale. Within the HUC-10’s in Ecology’s Assessment Area dataset, contributions related to fire 
and disease risk can be as high as 18% (up to a theoretical 20% for the highest fire and disease 
risk areas). In all but the lowest fire and disease risk areas, buffer pool contributions related to 
fire and disease risk will increase compared with the prior versions of Ecology’s adopted U.S. 
Forest Offset protocol (CARB U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015 adopted by reference by 
Ecology).  

Ecology is not aware of currently available data that estimate the absolute risk of carbon loss due 
to wildfire or disease in a project area over a 100 year period. In the absence of absolute risk 
metrics, Ecology’s approach quantifies relative risk and assigns a contribution based on that 
relative risk, in alignment with ACR’s Reversal Risk Analysis and Buffer Pool Contribution 
Determination. This approach will result in larger buffer pool contributions than the approach in 
the Climate Action Reserve’s U.S. Forest Protocol 5.1 Protocol or CARB’s U.S. Forest Protocol 
June 25, 2015. While direct comparison with Verra’s “Procedure for Applying Non-Permanence 
Risk Tool 5.0” is difficult due to structural differences, we believe that contribution rates will be 
comparable or higher through Ecology’s revised protocol compared with Verra’s approach.  

In summary, our assessment is that this revised protocol will result in buffer pool contributions that 
are comparable to or more conservative than the other forest carbon offset crediting programs in 
the US. Ecology’s Preliminary Regulatory Analysis quantified buffer pool contributions from 50 
projects issued by CARB and found that Ecology’s revised U.S. Forest Offset protocol will result 
in significantly larger buffer pool contributions compared with the prior version of the protocol 
(from an average of 15.4% to 19.6%). Ecology anticipates that this rulemaking will meaningfully 
increase the strength of the buffer pool.  

Revision to deductions for risk mitigation work. Ecology has revised the structure of buffer pool 
contribution deductions for risk mitigation work. Our revisions provide greater specificity on what 
a project must achieve to qualify for a buffer pool contribution deduction. Projects can reduce 
buffer pool contributions related to fire and disease if an approved vegetation management plan 
exists that is implemented across the project area. The protocol states that “Vegetation treatments 
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must be available in a report and aligned with a comprehensive vegetation management plan that 
identifies specific temporal and spatial actions to enhance forest resilience across the Project 
Area. The vegetation management plan must be approved by a state agency or federal or, if 
approval by a state or federal agency is not possible, developed under the oversight of a 
Professional Forester and reviewed by Ecology and the approved offset project registry. Verifiers 
must confirm the status of implementation of the management plan.”  

We believe this is a meaningfully higher threshold for buffer pool contribution deductions than the 
prior adopted version of the protocol. We believe these deductions for risk mitigation work align 
with scientific literature. A 2024 meta-analysis found that reductions in surface fuels through 
prescribed burning and thinning, reduced fire severity by 60-72% relative to untreated areas.5 
Similarly,  a 2022 study found that forest thinning treatments mitigated the mortality impacts of 
insects and pathogens.6 These results align with a 2020 meta-analysis examining the effects of 
different forest management options on pathogen resilience.7 Critically, both studies found that 
appropriate application of effective forest treatments to mitigate the specific localized pathogen or 
insect threat is essential to the efficacy of the treatment. We believe that adding requirements for 
approval of the vegetation management plan by the applicable state or federal agency, oversight by 
a Professional Forester, and confirmation by the verifier will help ensure appropriate application of 
effective vegetation management practices.  

Ability to update buffer pool contributions outside of rulemaking. Ecology believes that 
alternative methods, datasets, and approaches will be available in the future that may strengthen 
the buffer pool contribution approach in the protocol. To facilitate these revisions, Ecology has 
established buffer pool contributions by HUC-10 in the Assessment Area dataset, a separate 
document maintained by the Program. This allows Ecology to make regular and timely updates to 
these contributions as appropriate. We welcome input on alternative data sources or methods that 
Ecology should consider in the future.  

Taken together, Ecology believes this revision to buffer pool contributions in the protocol 
significantly strengthens fire and disease risk mitigation in our adopted protocol and aligns with 
other protocols and scientific literature. We expect that scientific understanding related to 
wildfire and disease risk for forests in the Northwest is likely to evolve in the coming years. We 
have structured this aspect of the offset protocol to allow Ecology to be responsive to changes in 
available tools, data, or buffer pool contribution methods. Ecology also believes that forest offset 
protocols can be an important funding mechanism for fire and disease risk reduction work. 
Through this revision we have sought to ensure adequate consideration of forest health, without 
imposing undue constraints on this mechanism to fund forest resilience work. 

 

5 Davis, K. T., Peeler, J., Fargione, J., Haugo, R. D., Metlen, K. L., Robles, M. D., & Woolley, T. (2024). A meta-analysis 
of thinning, prescribed fire, and wildfire effects on subsequent wildfire severity in conifer dominated forests of the 
Western US. For. Ecol. Manag, 561, 121885. 
6 Moreau, G., Chagnon, C., Achim, A., Caspersen, J., D’Orangeville, L., Sánchez-Pinillos, M., & Thiffault, N. (2022). 
Opportunities and limitations of thinning to increase resistance and resilience of trees and forests to global 
change. Forestry, 95(5), 595-615. 
7 Roberts, M., Gilligan, C. A., Kleczkowski, A., Hanley, N., Whalley, A. E., & Healey, J. R. (2020). The effect of forest 
management options on forest resilience to pathogens. Frontiers in Forests and Global Change, 3, 7. 
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Response to comment related to alternative treatment of certain kinds of reversals. To 
allow for simultaneous rulemakings related to Washington’s Cap-and-Invest rulemaking, the 
scope of this rulemaking is limited to WAC 173-446-500 through WAC 173-446-595. The terms 
“intentional reversal” and “unintentional reversal” are defined in a different section (WAC 173-
446-020) which is not within the scope of this rulemaking. We appreciate your comment on this 
terminology and will consider this input in a future rulemaking that includes WAC 173-446-020.  

Comment I-4  
State of Washington  
Department of Ecology  
March 13, 2026  

Re: Anew Climate Comments on Chapter 173-446 WAC: Cap-and-Invest U.S. Forest Offsets 
Protocol - Rule Proposal  

Dear Department of Ecology staff,  

Anew Climate is one of the largest climate solutions companies in North America and was 
formed through the February 2022 merger of long-time industry leaders Element Markets and 
Bluesource, which had been in operation since 2005. Anew has a successful track record within 
the markets for compliance and voluntary carbon credits, across a broad range of project types, 
including improved forest management, nature-based and technology-based carbon removals, 
and more. We have been active participants in Washington’s Cap-and-Invest Program, 
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program, and Alberta’s Cap-and-Trade Program, as well as 
voluntary carbon markets, since their inception.  

Anew appreciates the efforts of ECY to continuously improve its high-quality forest protocol for 
the state of Washington, as evidenced in this most recent update to the protocol. We find these 
changes to be consistent with best practice with regards to forest carbon accounting and believe 
these will ensure the protocol maintains the high level of integrity and conservativeness required 
of a compliance grade offset protocol. As before, we would encourage a thorough review of the 
protocol as a whole to address ambiguous language or requirements, but we do have several 
specific requests for clarity, all of which are follow-ups from our initial comments (submitted to 
ECY August 18th, 2025, available here). 

1. Computational Reversals  
In the proposed Draft Protocol, a “computation reversal” is defined in section 1  

as any reversal that is due to required protocol calculations (including the confidence 
deduction and secondary effects). Re-establishment of the project baseline at the end of 
the crediting period does not constitute a computations reversal.  

The second sentence appears to be a new addition to the updated protocol. In the Draft Rule 
Language for Chapter 173-446 WAC, Section 4, it is elaborated that 
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these types of reversals – which are not directly related to on-the-ground activities, but 
which nonetheless result in a situation in which the project has been over credited – must 
be compensated.  

Anew appreciates the added clarity on the definition and application of this term. However, we 
believe additional clarification is needed in order to ensure that the ‘gray area’ between the 
different types of reversals is minimized as much as possible. This is especially important 
because the consequences of the varying types of reversals are materially different. In this draft, 
a couple situations are proposed for the application of the computational reversal – for example, 
in the same Draft Rule Language section mentioned above, it is stated:  

Confidence deductions and accounting for secondary effects may cause a computational 
reversal under certain circumstances, such as slower than anticipated forest growth.”  

In other protocols which Anew is familiar with, this type of situation would constitute an 
‘unintentional reversal’, due to the implied source of the reversal potentially being caused by 
environmental or climatic conditions. This begs the question: how can the computational reversal 
clearly be delineated from a situation caused by natural conditions (which would fit the 
unintentional reversal definition more clearly)?  

Anew believes that the lines between these reversal types, especially as it relates to 
computational reversals, still need to be more clearly defined in order to prevent the types of 
situations outlined above. 

2. Baseline Quantification Approach Revision 
In the ‘Considered revisions to U.S. Forest Protocol’ document, Revision 2 outlines several draft 
Common Practice values for an example region (Puget Trough), as well as the broad methods 
used within the EVALIDator Tool to produce these values. Anew appreciates the updates to this 
section and feels that they serve to elicit a better understanding of the entire process. However, 
Anew also believes that there are potential improvements to be found here.  

First, we advise that the number of plots in each forest type group, ecoregion, and ownership 
type combination should be either factored into the calculation or used to adjust the values 
alongside other regions. In our experience, EVALIDator data can be very limited for individual 
groups within these combinations and therefore can easily be skewed by outlier data points. 
Anew believes that a mechanism such as a minimum plot number for each forest 
type/ecoregion/ownership combo can limit the potential impact of this problem within individual 
strata. Other potential ideas would be welcomed as well, so long as the result provides both 
transparency and rigor to the output.  

Anew would also like to get additional clarity on how individual strata will be grouped into these 
FIA forest type groups, given the potential subjectivity of mixed forest types. How would 
Ecology view the delineation of these mixed forest types into strata which could vary 
considerably in common practice value, particularly in regions where dominant forest type 
groups may include associate species found in other forest types? Anew believes the current 
development stage of the protocol provides a key opportunity to address this issue by providing 
as much clarity as possible, in order to both strengthen the additionality of the protocol, as well 
as to ensure smooth project development processes for both landowners and project proponents.  
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We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and would welcome your feedback and 
questions. My team and I are available to discuss these comments and our experience with 
compliance offsets at your convenience. Please feel free to reach me at 
jstrauss@anewclimate.com or our Senior Director, Policy, Teresa Lang, at 
tlang@anewclimate.com.  

Sincerely,  
Josh Strauss  
President, Environmental Products  
Anew Climate 

Ecology Response to Comment I-4 
Thank you for your comment. In response to comments regarding potential ambiguity related to 
the term “Computational Reversal”, we have removed this reversal classification. We have 
retained the existing categorization of two types of reversals, “Intentional” and “Unintentional”. 
Ecology may consider re-categorizing these classifications in a future rulemaking.  

In response to your comment regarding the potential for small sample sizes to create 
unrepresentative Common Practice statistics, we have revised section 6.2.1.3 of the protocol so 
that the allowable variance between a project’s Initial Carbon Stock and Common Practice is 
established only within the Assessment Area dataset. This change allows Ecology to monitor 
implementation of this approach and update the quantification methods and figures through 
changes to the Assessment Area dataset as appropriate.  

Comment B-1 
Subject: Joint Comments on Chapter 173-446 WAC  

To: Washington Department of Ecology  

From: Grassroots Carbon  

Date: March 5, 2026 

 Re: Request to Also Include Trusted Soil Carbon Protocols to Fulfill RCW 70A.65 Mandates  

Dear Washington Department of Ecology,  

On behalf of Grassroots Carbon, I submit these comments regarding the proposed rulemaking for 
Chapter 173-446 WAC. We represent a diverse coalition of Washington land stewards and 
ranchers who are ready to deploy nature-based solutions to meet Washington's climate goals. 
While we support the Department's work on the U.S. Forest Protocol, we respectfully submit that 
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the current approach is incomplete. If Ecology does not follow on this rulemaking with one on 
soil carbon, the program overlooks the state's second-largest carbon sink: its agricultural soils 
and grasslands. We urge the Department to next adopt a trusted soil carbon protocol such as the 
Climate Action Reserve (CAR) Soil Enrichment Protocol (SEP) as an eligible offset 
methodology. Protocols like this are uniquely capable of verifying carbon removal from both 
regenerative farming and regenerative grazing.  

1. Alignment with the Climate Commitment Act (CCA)  
The Legislature did not intend for the Cap-and-Invest program to stop at the forest edge. The 
authorizing statute, the Climate Commitment Act (RCW 70A.65), explicitly identifies 
agricultural and grazing lands as critical tools for carbon sequestration.  

In RCW 70A.65.270 (2)(a)(vii), the legislature directs that funds and programs should be 
used to: "Either preserve or increase, or both, carbon sequestration and storage benefits in 
forests, forested wetlands, agricultural soils, tidally influenced agricultural or grazing 
lands..."  

Furthermore, RCW 70A.65.260 (1)(f)(ii) explicitly lists "Soil management" as a priority for 
emissions reductions in the agricultural sector.  

The Department's current exclusion of a soil carbon protocol effectively sidelines these 
statutory priorities. Adopting a soil offset protocol next would bring the Department's offset 
program into full alignment with the text of the CCA by enabling the "agricultural soils" and 
"grazing lands" explicitly mentioned in the law.  

2. The Science  
Washington's rangelands are sometimes incorrectly viewed solely as emission sources (via 
enteric methane). However, peer-reviewed science demonstrates that Adaptive Multi-
Paddock (AMP) grazing—a key practice incentivized by soil offset protocols—can turn 
ranches into net carbon sinks.  

• Net Carbon Sink: Research by Teague et al. indicates that AMP grazing can sequester 
sufficient soil organic carbon (SOC) to completely offset the methane emissions of the 
ruminants grazing that land, resulting in a net negative carbon footprint.^1  

• Mechanism: By mimicking the movement of wild herds (short duration grazing followed by 
long recovery periods), AMP grazing stimulates deep root growth in perennial grasses. This 
pumps liquid carbon (root exudates) into the soil, feeding the microbial ecosystem and 
building stable soil carbon aggregates.  

• Applicability: This is directly relevant to Eastern Washington's shrub-steppe and grassland 
ecosystems and other pasture, grazing and grassland areas across Washington, where forestry 
protocols are inapplicable but the potential for soil carbon storage is immense. 

3. Co-Benefits: Water, Fire, and Resilience  



 

Publication 26-14-050  WAC 173-446 (US Forest Offset Protocol) CES 
Page 21 June 2026 

The CCA mandates that investments result in "long-term environmental benefits and 
increased resilience" (RCW 70A.65.270). Soil carbon projects deliver these specific co-
benefits to Washington:  

• Drought Resilience (The "Soil Sponge"): USDA NRCS data indicates that a 1% increase in 
soil organic matter allows soil to hold approximately 20,000 to 25,000 gallons of water per 
acre.^4 For Washington's dryland farmers and ranchers, this biological water storage is a 
critical hedge against the region's increasingly hot, dry summers.  

• Wildfire Mitigation: Regenerative grazing reduces the load of fine fuels (dry invasive 
grasses) that drive catastrophic range fires, replacing them with healthier, greener perennials 
that are more fire-resistant. 

• Salmon Recovery: Both no-till farming and improved grazing management significantly 
reduce sediment runoff into waterways, directly supporting the state's massive investment in 
salmon habitat recovery.  

Conclusion  

The Climate Commitment Act was written to encompass the full breadth of Washington's 
"working lands"—forests, farms, and ranches alike. We urge the Department of Ecology to 
recognize the scientific reality that healthy soil is a carbon sink, and to next adopt a soil offset 
protocol to allow Washington's farmers and ranchers to participate in the Cap-and-Invest market.  

Sincerely,  
Mike Dillinger  
Grassroots Carbon Chief Legal Officer 
________________________________________  
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Ecology Response to Comment B-1 
Thank you for your comment. A soil carbon offset protocol is not within the scope of the current 
rulemaking, which is focused on updates and changes to Ecology’s U.S. Forest Protocol. 
Ecology anticipates considering the adoption of additional protocols in the future, which may 
include a soil carbon offset protocol. For Ecology to adopt any new protocol, the protocol must 
adhere to the requirements of RCW 70A.65 which state that offsets issued by Ecology for use in 
the program must be real, additional, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable. 
Ecology will need to ensure that any future protocols adhere to these requirements.  

Comment B-2 
Washington Forest Protection Association  
724 Columbia St NW, 
Suite 250 Olympia, WA 98501 
(360) 352-1500  

March 13, 2026 

Washington Department of Ecology  
300 Desmond Drive SE Lacey,  
WA 98503  
CCAOffsets@ecy.wa.gov

RE: U.S. Forest Protocol, version 1.0 Public Comment Period, March 2026  

Dear Department of Ecology, 

 I am submitting feedback on behalf of Washington Forest Protection Association (WFPA) 
during the public comment period for the Department of Ecology’s (“Ecology”) Draft U.S. 
Forest Protocol, version 1.0 (“Protocol”) Rule Proposal Phase.  

WFPA is a forestry trade association representing large and small forest landowners. Members 
manage more than four million acres of productive working forests, including timberland located 
in the coastal and inland regions of the state. The organization’s members support rural and 
urban communities through the sustainable growth and harvest of timber and other forest 
products for U.S. and international markets. 

We support updates to Ecology’s Protocol that reflect the best available science, robust data, and 
credible carbon accounting frameworks. Additionally, we recognize that carbon offset 
methodologies are rapidly evolving to advance high-quality nature-based solutions, and we 
believe Washington should be a leader in this exciting and important field.  

We also appreciate Ecology’s most recent updates to the Protocol, which overall encourage 
broader landowner participation and reduce several barriers to entry. In particular, Ecology’s 

mailto:CCAOffsets@ecy.wa.gov
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decisions to remove the species diversity requirements, increase the maximum clearcut size, and 
eliminate age class distribution requirements for small projects represent meaningful 
improvements that will make this program more accessible for a broader range of landowners. 

However, we remain concerned that several requirements in the current Protocol will continue to 
limit landowner participation and, for those who do participate, introduce significant and 
unnecessary operational challenges throughout a project’s lifetime.  

We also have concerns that the management and enrollment requirements in the drafted Protocol 
will have adverse socioeconomic impacts, especially in Washington’s rural areas. Washington’s 
forest industry generates approximately 102,000 jobs, $5.6 billion in total wages, and over $300 
2 million taxes and fees in the state.1 Given these significant benefits, we encourage Ecology to 
develop a forest carbon offset protocol that incentivizes high-quality nature-based solutions 
while also supporting the state’s robust forestry sector.  

To improve program accessibility, operational flexibility, and the quality of carbon accounting, 
we offer several recommendations below. These recommendations reflect our primary objectives 
to ensure the Protocol: 

1. Is accessible to a wide variety of landowners,  

2. Supports meaningful carbon and environmental benefits,  

3. Is grounded in the best available forestry and forest carbon science and data, and,  

4. Supports the socioeconomic health of our state’s robust forestry and forest product industries. 

Recommendation 1: Revise the harvest retention requirements for even-aged harvesting  

Overview  

After receiving feedback in the previous public comment that the proposed clearcut size limits 
were too restrictive for landowners operating in Washington, Ecology increased the allowable 
harvest block size in the latest draft of the Protocol. The updated Protocol limits clearcut size to 
60 acres when harvest does not retain basal area, and the allowable harvest block size increases 
as the landowner increases harvest retention. The updates are highlighted in yellow in the table 
below:  
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Comments and Recommendations  

While we appreciate Ecology’s latest updates to this requirement, we recommend further 
revisions to support broader landowner participation. The current clearcut size restrictions will 
likely continue to impose significant operability constraints across landowner types. We 
acknowledge that adopting Washington Forest Practice Rules is not feasible, as some projects 
using this Protocol will operate outside of the state. WFPA therefore recommends removing 
the Protocol’s harvest- related requirements and requiring projects to comply with their 
state’s limits on clearcut and retention requirements.  

If Ecology chooses to maintain the harvest size restrictions in the Protocol, we propose that 
landowners be allowed to assess the harvest block size as a rolling average over time. This 
approach would provide landowners with greater operational flexibility and better reflect the 
long-term management strategies they commonly employ.  

Recommendation 2: Remove the HUC 14 forest area enrollment requirement  

Overview  

Ecology’s Protocol requires that the carbon project must include all forested areas owned by the 
Forest Owner within an area no smaller than an area defined by HUC 14-digit hydrological units 
where available (or 12-digit HUC area if 14-digit is not available) or the entire area owned by the 
Forest Owner, whichever is smaller. Note that HUC-12 units are about 10,000 to 40,000 acres in 
Washington. HUC-14 units are about 3,000 to 10,000 acres and do not cover the entire state.  

This requirement is consistent with the Climate Action Reserve’s IFM methodology, version 5.1.  

Comments and Recommendations  

We previously recommended removing this requirement because it imposes unnecessary 
management burdens on landowners who manage their forests for multiple uses. Although the 
updated draft retains this requirement, we strongly urge Ecology to reconsider.  

The majority of forest landowners in Washington state manage their forests for a variety 
economic, environmental, and social objectives. Some areas owned by a single landowner may 
be well-suited for a carbon project, while others provide different benefits. The Protocol should 
support this diversity of land uses, including carbon storage and sequestration.  

We are also concerned about the socioeconomic impacts of this requirement, and we 
encourage Ecology to consider these potential impacts in the Protocol. Restricting large 
portions of regional woodflow could jeopardize mills and processing facilities that rely on stable 
supply to remain viable. If large areas must be withheld from harvest solely to meet an 
enrollment rule, and not because they are best suited for carbon projects, wood supply could 
contract enough to threaten facility closures, associated jobs, and the broader forest 
products economy. Allowing landowners to enroll only the acres best suited for carbon 
projects while continuing other management elsewhere would sustain climate benefits, 
forest sector jobs, and the many other benefits our state’s forests provide.  
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If Ecology included this enrollment requirement to address the risk of activity-shifting 
leakage8, we recommend replacing it with an alternative that achieves the same goal. The 
ACR Improved Forest Management methodology (v2.1) requires landowners to demonstrate that 
no activity shifting leakage will occur by requiring entity-wide sustainable management 
commitments. This can be demonstrated through third-party forest certification (such as SFI, 
FSC, or ATFS certification), enrollment in a state sanctioned forestry program, or, for small 
landowners, adhering to a long-term forest management plan. These approaches mitigate leakage 
while supporting active management and healthy forest products markets.  

We encourage Ecology to consider the potential socioeconomic impacts of this requirement 
and revise it to allow partial enrollment within a watershed, paired with entity-wide 
sustainable management commitments. This approach would enable both high-quality 
nature-based solutions and sustainable forest management activities.  

Recommendation 3: Remove the watershed-scale age-class distribution requirements for 
projects of all sizes  

Overview  

The Protocol states that on a watershed scale up to 10,000 acres, all projects must maintain, or 
make progress toward maintaining, no more than 40 percent of their forested acres in ages less 
than 20 years. Areas impacted by a Significant Disturbance are exempt from this test until 20 
years after reforestation of such areas.  

The latest Protocol version removes this requirement for projects less than 1,000 acres in size.  

Comments and Recommendations  

We support Ecology’s decision to remove the watershed-scale age-class distribution 
requirements for smaller projects. This change meaningfully improves project operability, and 
we encourage Ecology to extend the removal to all projects.  

Age class distribution requirements do not increase or incentivize carbon sequestration. 
Instead, they impose management constraints that conflict with regional forest practices and 
reflect legacy elements of the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) compliance 
methodology, which was developed with California-specific forest dynamics in mind.  

Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) data demonstrate these differences in forest structure across 
geographies. In California, approximately 11% of private forestland acres are aged 20 or 
younger, while in Washington that share is more than double, at 25%. While FIA data 
represent statewide averages, they highlight substantial regional differences in management 
patterns and age class structure.  

 

8 Activity shifting leakage occurs when a landowner increases harvest on other lands that they manage or operate 
outside of the carbon project area to compensate for a reduction in harvest on the project area. 
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Maintaining these requirements across geographies will create unnecessary burdens and 
operability constraints for landowners, and WFPA recommends that restrictions on age class 
management be removed from the 
Protocol.  

Recommendation 4: Revisit and revise 
structural elements requirements  

Overview  

Ecology's drafted Protocol requires 
landowners to retain and monitor standing 
and lying deadwood at average per acre 
volumes identified in the Assessment Area 
data file9. If deadwood does not exist in the 
required quantities, dead trees must be 
recruited during harvest according to the 
following guidance:  

• When the project undergoes normal 
harvest (not salvage harvest): 
Standing and lying deadwood must 
be retained at average per acre values 
identified in the Assessment Area data 
file within each harvest unit. If dead 
material does not exist at the required 
levels, live trees shall be retained… at three times the amount identified in the 
Assessment Area data file minus whatever quantity does exist.  

• When the project undergoes salvage harvest: Standing dead and lying dead wood shall 
be retained at a combined four tonnes per acre on average within each harvest unit.  

Using the values published in the Assessment Area Data File, a Douglas fir forest in the Puget 
Trough ecoregion must maintain 6 mtCO2e/acre of deadwood. If the Project Area does not meet 
these requirements and harvests timber, the landowner could be required to retain up to 18 
mtCO2e/acre in live trees in the harvest area.  

Comments and Suggestions  

We have two primary concerns related to these requirements:  
1. The deadwood retention requirement appears high and may be artificially inflated 

by regional averages: In many cases, the deadwood volume in the Assessment Area data 
file is higher than what we typically find on actively managed forests. Since the 
Assessment Area data requirements are derived from averages using Forest Inventory 

 

9 In most cases, these values represent a significant increase in deadwood retention compared to CARB’s 
methodology. 

Figure 1*Note ecoregions with <2% of the state's private forested acres 
were removed from the graph to reduce variability. These ecoregions are 
included in the state-wide average. Acres without age class designations 
were excluded from analysis. 



 

Publication 26-14-050  WAC 173-446 (US Forest Offset Protocol) CES 
Page 27 June 2026 

Analysis (FIA) data, it is possible that areas with above average deadwood stocking (such 
as areas that experienced a wildfire or insect infestation) are inflating this regional average 
and causing burdensome requirements for landowners that manage healthy, productive 
forests.  

2. The live tree retention requirements do not provide adequate progress toward 
meeting the deadwood stocking requirements and instead create management 
burdens for landowners: The requirement to retain live trees at three times the rate of 
deadwood storage identified in the Assessment Area data file is unnecessarily punitive for 
active forest managers and is unlikely to create meaningful change in deadwood storage.  

Given this, we recommend that Ecology review the drafted Protocol’s deadwood retention 
requirements and improve their alignment with levels seen in productive forests. We also 
recommend that Ecology revisit and revise the live tree retention requirements in this 
section, so they do not cause unintended management burdens.  

We would also support Ecology reverting to CARB’s structural elements requirements, 
which provide clearer and more practical deadwood retention standards for most land managers.  

Further, we would like to note additional recommendations related to the structural elements 
requirements in Ecology's Protocol: 

• Reconsider Lying Deadwood: The decision to include lying dead wood is likely to 
impose regulatory and monitoring burdens that yield minimal climate or environmental 
impact. Ecology's drafted Protocol acknowledges that "lying dead wood is highly 
variable and it is therefore difficult to achieve accurate estimates. It also constitutes a 
minor portion of forest carbon." Given this, we recommend removing the lying dead 
wood requirement and focusing retention standards on standing deadwood, where 
measurement is more reliable. Ecology may also consider aligning with CARB’s 
treatment of lying deadwood.  

• Clarify Assessment Area Data File: Ecology's Assessment Area data file's deadwood 
component is labeled as "AboveBelowGroundDead_Common_Practice_mTCO2e". It is 
unclear if this field includes lying deadwood. We recommend Ecology revisit this field, 
confirm whether the data include lying deadwood, and revise the label as 
appropriate.  

• Specify retention units: Option II of the Protocol's structural elements requirements 
specifies that projects conducting salvage harvest must retain a combined minimum of 
four tonnes per acre of standing and lying deadwood. However, the units of tonnes are 
not adequately specified. We assume the Protocol means to specify tonnes of CO2e, and 
we suggest Ecology update these units to provide further clarification.  

Recommendation 5: Remove soil carbon accounting for improved forest management 
projects  

Overview  
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Ecology’s drafted Protocol requires IFM projects to calculate and deduct soil carbon losses from 
IFM activities. The deductions use regional average carbon storage values and consider harvest 
intensity, soil disturbance, and site preparation activities to calculate a percentage of average soil 
carbon that is lost during harvest.  

Using the procedures outlined by Ecology, our estimates indicate that soil carbon deductions 
could easily reduce a project’s available credits by 10 to 50% in a year when a landowner 
harvests approximately 4% of their land base.  

Comments and Suggestions  

Requiring active forest managers to deduct soil carbon losses based on regional averages 
will likely have significant, unintended consequences for landowners of all sizes, and the 
deductions as calculated in the Protocol are not supported in scientific literature today. 
Several large studies find that forest soil carbon accounting is complex, highly variable, and site-
specific: 

- One meta-analysis10 found that forest harvesting, on average, had little or no effect on 
soilcarbon. In some cases, harvest increased soil carbon storage.  

- James and Harrison11 found that harvesting reduced soil carbon by an average of 11%. 
However, there was high variability between responses and soil depths, with the greatest 
losses occurring - in the O horizon and much smaller losses (3.3%) occurring in the top 
soil carbon pools (note that Ecology’s suggested deductions are typically much higher 
than this 3.3% deduction).  

- A separate meta-analysis12 found that soil carbon concentration and pool sizes responded 
differently to harvest. The analysis found that mineral soils showed no significant overall 
change in carbon storage due to harvest, and variation among mineral soils was best 
explained by taxonomy.   

We therefore urge Ecology to revisit this requirement and exclude soil carbon accounting 
from IFM projects. Note that this revision would also align with the most widely utilized U.S.-
based IFM methodologies available today, including ACR’s IFM v2.1, VCS’s VM0003, and 
CARB’s IFM protocol.  

Recommendation 6: Revise and align baseline calculations in Equation 6.1 and Section 
6.2.1.8 of the drafted Protocol  

Overview  

As presented, Equation 6.1 in the drafted Protocol specifies that the baseline onsite carbon stock 
must be calculated annually. However, Section 6.2.1.8 specifies one calculation for the entire 

 

10 Johnson and Curtis (2001). Effects of forest management on soil C and N storage: meta analysis. Forest Ecology 
and Management.  
11James and Harrison (2016). The effect of harvest on forest soil carbon: a meta-analysis. Forests.  
12 Nave et al (2010). Harvest impacts on soil carbon storage in temperate forests. Forest ecology and management.  
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reporting period but does not provide an equation to calculate the value of the baseline stock 
changes.  

Comments and Recommendations  

We appreciate Ecology’s updated baseline carbon accounting, and we are supportive of the 
change to calculate the avoided emissions over a 10-year crediting period with a straight-line 
depletion from the initial standing carbon stocks to the determined baseline value. However, it 
appears that there are discrepancies between the equations presented in the Protocol.  

We suggest that Ecology include an equation to calculate the baseline carbon stock changes in 
Section 6.2.1.8. Then, this equation should be aligned with the variables presented in Equation 
6.1. While this should not change the drafted Protocol’s intended accounting framework, this 
will help increase clarity and improve accounting in the methodology.  

Recommendation 7: Provide clearer, more actionable criteria for what qualifies as a 
comprehensive vegetation management plan  

Overview  

Ecology allows landowners to significantly reduce their buffer pool contribution by 
implementing a “comprehensive vegetation management plan.” The Protocol states:  

"Vegetation treatments must be available in a report and aligned with a comprehensive 
vegetation management plan that identifies specific temporal and spatial actions to enhance 
forest resilience across the Project Area. The vegetation management plan must be approved by 
a state agency or federal or, if approval by a state or federal agency is not possible, developed 
under the oversight of a Professional Forester and reviewed by Ecology and the approved offset 
project registry." 

Comments and Suggestions 

We support the inclusion of a vegetation management plan to reduce the buffer pool 
contribution, as active forest management can meaningfully lower the risk of forest losses from 
insects, wildfire, and other disturbances. However, we believe that Ecology has not adequately 
defined what constitutes an acceptable vegetation management plan, creating a significant risk 
that landowners will invest in developing management strategies and plans that Ecology may 
ultimately deem inadequate.  

To support landowners in developing valid vegetation management plans, we recommend 
that Ecology provide greater clarity regarding what must be included in these plans. To 
ensure compliance with this section of the Protocol and a subsequent reduction in buffer pool 
allocation, Ecology might consider:  

• Providing a list of elements that must be included in the plan for approval,  

• Providing example management plans in the resources of the Protocol, or,  

• Developing templates that landowners can follow to ensure compliance.  
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Summary  

In summary, WFPA supports Ecology’s commitment to fostering high-integrity forest carbon 
offsets, and we appreciate the revisions made to the latest draft of the Protocol. At the same time, 
we remain concerned that several requirements in the current Protocol will limit landowner 
participation and cause operational challenges for forest owners of all types. Washington’s 
forests deliver critical benefits. They support biodiversity, sustain local economies, produce 
renewable materials, and provide other vital ecosystem services. The Protocol is an important 
opportunity to expand these public benefits, and we urge Ecology to revise the Protocol so that it 
reflects the best available forestry and forest carbon science and data, reduces landowners’ 
barriers to entry, and encourages broader participation in this market.  

Sincerely,  

On behalf of WFPA,  
Olivia Jacobs  
Principal and Founder  
Xyla Land & Resource Advisors  

Response to Comment B-2 
Thank you for your comment.  

Response to recommendation 1. Regarding your first comment related to the maximum harvest 
unit size restrictions in the protocol, Ecology understands that every forest and every forest owner 
will have unique needs and capacities. To accommodate the potential for unique situations related 
to these forest management requirements, Ecology’s protocol includes the following clause related 
to Natural Forest Management requirements (section 3.6.2): “Ecology may approve exemptions or 
variances to these requirements when a suitable alternative is identified and proposed by the 
project proponent to achieve the same natural forest management goals. Examples of scenarios for 
which Ecology may approve an exemption include: conflicts between Natural Forest Management 
requirements and a Tribe’s traditional cultural practices, or unique site or ownership 
characteristics that limit the viability of the harvest unit sizes and retention requirements described 
in Table 3.2.”  

While we have not made additional changes related to harvest unit size requirements in this 
protocol, we believe this flexibility will address unique situations where the harvest unit sizes are 
infeasible for certain forests while retaining an emphasis on variable forest retention for traditional 
projects.  

Response to recommendation 2. We have made clarifications and changes in the protocol in 
response to comments related to this requirement. The HUC-14 enrollment requirement seeks to 
ensure that Forest Owners do not selectively enroll only their forest lands that are most favorable 
for an offset project in the market, while more intensively harvesting their remaining lands. This 
requirement is intended to achieve the same goal as the “Logical Management Unit” 
considerations in the prior version of the protocol. Ecology believes this requirement is important 
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to retain to guard against “activity shifting leakage” – wherein a proponent simply shifts harvest 
from one area to another with no net climate benefit.  

However, in response to comments, including this comment, we have added a pathway to provide 
exceptions or variances as described below: “Ecology may approve exceptions or variances to this 
requirement when enrollment of all forested areas owned by the Forest Owner(s) within the 
applicable hydrological unit is infeasible, or impractical due to conditions outside of the Forest 
Owner(s) control, or conflicts with existing land use plans. Further, exceptions may be granted 
when enrollment of all forest areas within the applicable hydrological unit conflicts with a Tribe’s 
jurisdictional boundaries or is otherwise infeasible for a Tribal nation.” Because of the potential 
for unique ownership situations, site restrictions, and other factors, we believe providing a pathway 
for variances to this requirement is appropriate.  

Response to recommendation 3. As with the harvest unit requirements described in 
recommendation #1, the watershed age-class requirements are contained within the Natural Forest 
Management section of the protocol and Ecology may approve exceptions or variances to these 
requirements when a suitable alternative is proposed by the project proponent to achieve the same 
natural forest management goal. The purpose of this age-class distribution requirement is to 
establish a standard minimum rotation length for projects enrolled in the market. While there may 
be specific cases where the established rotation length is not appropriate (for which an exemption 
could be sought), we believe that extending rotation length is a well-established practice that 
results in additional carbon sequestration and storage, and typically results in additional timber 
revenue over the long term.13 The existing age class distribution requirements in the protocol 
equate to roughly a 50 year harvest rotation, on average.  

Response to recommendation 4. We have revised this requirement in the protocol in response to 
this comment. The inclusion of ecoregion and forest type specific dead wood values in the 
Assessment Area dataset is intended to reflect a regional average based on Forest Inventory 
Analysis plot data to determine a project’s Common Practice values to establish a conservative 
baseline. In response to this comment, we have revised Table 3.3 in the protocol, reverting to the 
standing and lying dead wood requirements of CARB’s U.S. Forest Protocol 2015.  

Response to recommendation 5. We have revised this requirement in the protocol in response to 
this comment. While we cannot replicate soil carbon deduction quantifications as significant as 
highlighted in this comment, we agree that deducting soil carbon loss while not allowing any 
accrual for regained soil carbon, presents an asymmetric quantification approach that may be 
punitive for some Improved Forest Management (IFM) projects.  

In response to this comment, we have revised Table 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and Appendix B reverting to the 
soil carbon approach employed in the CARB U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015. Through this 
revision, soil carbon losses are quantified only if significant ground disturbing activities occur 
(defined as deep ripping, furrowing, or plowing across more than 25% of the project area, or 

 

13 Robertson, J. C., Randrup, K. V., Howe, E. R., Case, M. J., & Levin, P. S. (2021). Leveraging the potential of nature 
to meet net zero greenhouse gas emissions in Washington State. PeerJ, 9, e11802. 
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mechanical site preparation not conducted in contours). Crediting for increases in soil carbon 
remains disallowed in the Protocol. 

Response to recommendation 6. We have revised equation 6.1 and section 6.2.1.8 including the 
addition of equations 6.5 and 6.6 in response to your comment. These revisions are intended to 
clarify how annual baselines for IFM projects are calculated for the 10 year “straight line depletion 
period” when initial carbon stocks are above the project’s baseline.  

Response to recommendation 7. The requirement for approval of a vegetation management plan 
for a project to qualify for a reduced buffer contribution does not differ significantly from the 
requirement in the prior version of Ecology’s adopted protocol (CARB U.S. Forest Protocol 2015). 
The CARB protocol requires a written statement from the applicable state or local fire protection 
agency stating that the project had undertaken work to reduce fire risk across the project area. 
Based on input from Ecology’s technical working group, our revised protocol includes a second 
option if approval of the vegetation management plan by a state or federal agency is not possible.  

In this situation, the vegetation management plan may be developed under the oversight of a 
Professional Forester, and reviewed by Ecology and the approved offset project registry, to qualify 
the project for a reduced buffer pool contribution. We appreciate the recommendation that Ecology 
provide templates or examples of approved vegetation management plans. We agree this guidance 
may be valuable for many project proponents and, as these vegetation management plans achieve 
the appropriate approvals, we will evaluate the feasibility of providing examples or templates via 
future program guidance.  

Comment T-1 
Kayla Stevenson 
March 13, 2026 
Department of Ecology 
Climate Pollution Reduction Program 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-760 

Re: Proposed Amendments to provision of Chapter 173-446 WAC - the Climate 
Commitment Act Program Rule 

Dear Ms. Stevenson, 

The Lummi Nation is a federally recognized sovereign Indian Tribe with a government-to- 
government relationship with the United States and inherent rights to self-governance over 
its lands, territory, and people. Lummi Nation's sovereignty is a recognition of pre-existing 
rights secured through the Treaty of Point Elliott of 1855 and is the Supreme Law of the 
Land. 

Section 4.1 of the proposed U.S. Forest Offset Protocol (WAC 173-446) requires Improved 
Forest Management projects to include all forested land within a specific hydrological unit 
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(HUC), potentially forcing the Lummi Nation to incorporate culturally sensitive non-timber 
lands into long-term carbon contracts as the entire Reservation is in the same HUC 12. 
This requirement, along with the necessary state-level approvals and potential waivers of 
sovereign immunity for 100-year commitments, may conflict with Treaty-Reserved Rights 
to active management and land-use sovereignty. 

To ensure the protocol is compatible with Tribal sovereignty, the Department of Ecology 
should provide an alternate project configuration pathway for Federally Recognized Tribes 
to define the project area by the Tribe's own jurisdictional boundaries and management 
plans. This allows Tribes to exclude areas designated for future community development, 
cultural use/preservation, or the exercise of Treaty-Reserved Rights. Utilizing established 
Tribal Jurisdictional Boundaries provides a more stable, legally defensible 'Project Area' 
that aligns with existing Tribal land-use codes and GIS data. 

Additionally, we urge the Department of Ecology to consider alternative enforcement 
mechanisms-such as Tribal Court jurisdiction or intergovernmental agreements-that do 
not require a broad waiver of sovereign immunity. Tribal-led forest projects provide Direct 
Environmental Benefits as required by the Climate Commitment Act, including the 
protection of riparian zones essential for salmon recovery and the fulfillment of the state's 
obligation under the Boldt Decision. 

The Lummi Nation requests a government-to-government consultation to ensure these 
sovereign compatibility concerns are addressed before the proposed protocol is finalized. 

Sincerely, 

Kristin KSB Lowell 
Lummi Water Resources Manager 
KristinL@Lummi-nsn.gov 
CC: 
Merle Jefferson, Lummi Natural Resources Department Director 
Frank Lawrence, Lummi Natural Resources Deputy Director 
Victor Johnson, Lummi Natural Resources Deputy Director 
Jamie Mattson, Lummi Water Resources Specialist III/Planner 
Savannah Whaley, Lummi Climate Change Manager 
Collin VanSlyke, Northwest Ecological Services, LLC 

Response to Comment T-1 

Thank you for your comment. We appreciate your identification of the impacts of the HUC-14 / 
HUC-12 enrollment requirement on Tribal nations, and we appreciate the Tribe’s willingness to 
meet to discuss this issue. In response to comments we have made a revision to section 4.1 of the 
protocol to add a pathway to provide exceptions or variances as described below: “Ecology may 
approve exceptions or variances to this requirement when enrollment of all forested areas owned 
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by the Forest Owner(s) within the applicable hydrological unit is infeasible, or impractical due 
to conditions outside of the Forest Owner(s) control, or conflicts with existing land use plans. 
Further, exceptions may be granted when enrollment of all forest areas within the applicable 
hydrological unit conflicts with a Tribe’s jurisdictional boundaries, management of cultural 
resources or is otherwise infeasible for a Tribal nation.  

The HUC-14 enrollment requirement seeks to ensure that Forest Owners do not selectively enroll 
only their forest lands that are most favorable for an offset project in the market, while more 
intensively harvesting their remaining lands. The intent of this requirement is to guard against 
“activity shifting leakage” – wherein a proponent simply shifts harvest from one area to another 
with no net climate benefit. However, as the Tribe stated in this comment, there are 
circumstances in which enrollment of some Tribal lands in the Cap-and-Invest Offset Program is 
infeasible or inappropriate and would not be expected to result in a shift in harvest activity. We 
agree that exceptions to this requirement should be granted in these situations, as outlined in the 
Tribe’s comment. 

This rulemaking does not alter the requirements related to Tribal sovereignty in Ecology’s Cap-
and-Invest Offset Program. Ecology requires the establishment of a dispute resolution agreement 
between a Tribe and Ecology (WAC 173-446-520(3)(b)(iv), in lieu of requiring a waiver of 
sovereign immunity as a condition of project enrollment.  

Comment O-1 
Mr. Jordan Wildish 
Department of Ecology 
300 Desmond Drive SE 
Lacey, WA 98503 
RE: Proposed rule to update the U.S. Forest Offsets Protocol 

Dear Mr. Wildish: 

I have engaged with Ecology for nearly two years as it developed the revisions to its forest 
offset protocol proposed in this rulemaking (hereinafter, “Proposed Protocol”).14 That work 
began with my participation with Ecology’s U.S. Forest Offset Protocol Technical Working 
Group and continued through the two most recent rounds of informal comment on draft 
versions of the Proposed Protocol.15 Throughout this process, I have relied on my training as 
a forest ecologist and my expertise in carbon markets to inform my feedback.16

Given this context, I feel confident in saying that Ecology’s Proposed Protocol fails to 
satisfy the statutory requirement that offsets issued under its authority are real and 

 

14 Washington Department of Ecology, Proposed U.S. Forest Protocol, CR-102 (Jan. 1, 2026). 
15 For my previous comments, see Grayson Badgley, Additional comments pertaining to US Forest Protocol Draft 
language, CarbonPlan (Sep. 30, 2025); Grayson Badgley, Comments pertaining to US Forest Protocol Draft 
rule language, CarbonPlan (Aug. 18, 2025). 
16 See, e.g., Grayson Badgley et al., Systematic over-crediting in California’s forest carbon offsets program, 
Global Change Biology (2022). 
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permanent.17

While Ecology has taken some steps to lower the likelihood of issuing non-additional credits 
under its Proposed Protocol, those improvements are overshadowed by flaws in how the 
Proposed Protocol specifies buffer pool contributions to insure against wildfire- and 
insect-driven carbon losses. To my knowledge, Ecology has provided almost no details 
about how it arrived at its estimates of wildfire and insect risk. Ecology has not made the 
methods used in calculating wildfire and insect risk publicly available. Critical assumptions, 
such as the maximum risk of wildfire loss being 12 percent and insect risk being capped at 8 
percent over the next 100 years, lack any basis in the scientific literature.18 Nor were these 
assumptions discussed in the various technical working group meetings. On multiple 
occasions, I’ve asked Ecology for an explanation of where these numbers come from, but 
Ecology has failed to provide one. 

I am similarly perplexed by the significant risk reductions the Proposed Protocol awards to 
projects that implement vegetation management plans. Projects can reduce their 
contributions to the buffer pool for wildfire and insect risks by as much as 50 percent under 
the Proposed Protocol.19 Draft versions of the Proposed Protocol allowed for 80 percent 
reductions. How did Ecology settle on 50 percent? What was the basis for the original 80 
percent value? The only thing that I can be sure of is that these numbers do not come from 
the scientific literature.20

Accurately estimating the risks to forest carbon over the next 100 years is vital to the 
success of the Proposed Protocol. Together, the choices outlined above expose the 
program to a significant risk of undercapitalizing its buffer pool and being unable to ensure 
permanence over the next century. This is similar to the problems currently playing out in 
California, where the wildfire risk factors used to determine buffer pool contributions have 
proved grossly inadequate. In a little over a decade, wildfire has burned through around 13.6 
million buffer pool credits, which is nearly twice the number of credits California’s offset 
protocol set aside to compensate for wildfire losses over the next 100 years.21

Ecology might respond that the risk factors in the Proposed Protocol are higher than other 
forest offset protocols, like California’s. But because its approach has no basis in science, 
Ecology has no way of establishing that its proposed risk factors are indeed conservative or 

 

17 RCW § 70A.65.170(2)(b). 
18 See, e.g., Department of Ecology, Proposed revisions to Ecology’s US Forest Offset Protocol (Jan. 21, 
2026), at Revision 6 (mentioning the 12 percent cap to wildfire risk and 8 percent cap to insect risk without 
justification or citation). I raised similar concerns, in more detail, in my previous comments to Ecology, supra 
n. 2. 
19 Proposed Protocol at 111,Table A.9. 
20 Academic experts in the dynamics of forest disturbance raised this same concern during the informal 
comment process. See, e.g., William Anderegg, Comment on Chapter 173-446 WAC: Cap-and-Invest US forest 
offsets protocol informal comment period #2 (Sep. 30, 2025) (stating that Ecology’s blanket 50 percent 
risk reduction factor “is not based on robust scientific evidence,” before going on to describe a forthcoming 
meta-analysis “that reveals that the carbon benefits from risk reduction from forest management for insects 
is essentially zero and from fire is detectable but relatively small[.]”) 
21 Grayson Badgley, Increasingly active wildfire seasons threaten the sustainability of forest-backed carbon 
offset programs, Global Change Biology (2024). 
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sufficient for ensuring the permanence of offsets issued under the Proposed Protocol. 
Ecology has also defended its approach by explaining that it has the ability to update these 
risk factors outside of the rulemaking process.22 But such assurances ring hollow — if 
Ecology is already unwilling to base the Proposed Protocol on sound scientific evidence, it 
seems unlikely that it will be eager to more faithfully incorporate scientific evidence in the 
future. 

I’m disappointed to see Ecology consistently fail to incorporate input from scientific 
experts over the two year revision period. In its current form, the Proposed Protocol does 
not respect forest carbon cycle science. As such, Ecology cannot rely on the Proposed 
Protocol to produce real or permanent climate benefits. 

Sincerely, 

Grayson Badgley 
Research Scientist 
grayson@carbonplan.org

Ecology Response to Comment O-1 
Thank you for your comment, and for your contributions to Ecology’s U.S. Forest Protocol 
Offset Technical Working Group. Ecology’s revision to the buffer pool contribution in this 
rulemaking has three components: 

Increase in contribution amounts for forests in high fire and high disease risk areas. We 
agree that the buffer pool is an important mechanism to ensure project permanence Ecology’s 
revised protocol increases buffer pool contributions based on fire and disease risk at the HUC-10 
scale. Within the HUC-10’s in Ecology’s Assessment Area dataset, contributions related to fire 
and disease risk can be as high as 18% (up to a theoretical 20% for the highest fire and disease 
risk areas). In all but the lowest fire and disease risk areas, buffer pool contributions related to 
fire and disease risk will increase compared with the prior versions of Ecology’s adopted U.S. 
Forest Offset protocol.  

Ecology is not aware of currently available data that estimate the absolute risk of carbon loss due 
to wildfire or disease in a project area over a 100 year period. In the absence of absolute risk 
metrics, Ecology’s approach quantifies relative risk and assigns a contribution based on that 
relative risk. The approach is based on inputs from TreeMap 2022, USFS Annual Burn 
Probability (ABP), and the National Insect and Disease Risk Map (NIDRM). Wildfire risk is 
estimated at the HUC10 scale by simulating forest carbon loss using FVS-FFE models under 
severe wildfire scenarios and linking it to ABP-derived likelihood categories. The resulting 
severity and likelihood midpoints are multiplied to determine a project’s wildfire risk multiplier. 
This quantification approach largely aligns with ACR’s Reversal Risk Analysis and Buffer Pool 

 

22 See, e.g., Department of Ecology, Preliminary regulatory analyses, Publication 26-14-002 (Jan. 2026), at 51 
(explaining that “[t]he protocol is structure [sic] such that these contributions can be updated in the future, 
outside of rulemaking, if supported by future research.”). 

mailto:grayson@carbonplan.org


 

Publication 26-14-050  WAC 173-446 (US Forest Offset Protocol) CES 
Page 37 June 2026 

Contribution Determination. This approach will result in larger buffer pool contributions than the 
approach in the Climate Action Reserve’s U.S. Forest Protocol 5.1 or CARB’s U.S. Forest 
Protocol June 25, 2015. While direct comparison with Verra’s “Procedure for Applying Non-
Permanence Risk Tool 5.0” is difficult due to structural differences, we believe that contribution 
rates will be comparable or higher through Ecology’s revised protocol compared with Verra’s 
approach.  

In summary, our assessment is that this revised protocol will result in buffer pool contributions 
that are comparable to or more conservative than the other forest carbon offset crediting 
programs in the US. Ecology’s Preliminary Regulatory Analysis quantified buffer pool 
contributions from 50 projects issued by CARB and found that Ecology’s revised U.S. Forest 
Offset protocol will result in significantly larger buffer pool contributions compared with the 
prior version of the protocol (from an average of 15.4% to 19.6%). Ecology anticipates that this 
rulemaking will meaningfully increase the strength of the buffer pool.  

Revision to deductions for risk mitigation work. Ecology has revised the structure of buffer pool 
contribution deductions for risk mitigation work. Our revisions provide greater specificity on what 
a project must achieve to qualify for a buffer pool contribution deduction. Projects can reduce 
buffer pool contributions related to fire and disease if an approved vegetation management plan 
exists that is implemented across the project area. The protocol states that “Vegetation treatments 
must be available in a report and aligned with a comprehensive vegetation management plan that 
identifies specific temporal and spatial actions to enhance forest resilience across the Project 
Area. The vegetation management plan must be approved by a state agency or federal or, if 
approval by a state or federal agency is not possible, developed under the oversight of a 
Professional Forester and reviewed by Ecology and the approved offset project registry. Verifiers 
must confirm the status of implementation of the management plan.”  

We believe this is a meaningfully higher threshold for buffer pool contribution deductions than the 
prior adopted version of the protocol. We believe these deductions for risk mitigation work align 
with scientific literature. A 2024 meta-analysis found that reduction in surface fuels through 
prescribed burning, thinning, reduced fire severity by 60-72% relative to untreated areas.23 
Similarly,  a 2022 study found that forest thinning treatments mitigated the mortality impacts of 
insects and pathogens.24 These results align with a 2020 meta-analysis examining the effects of 
different forest management options on pathogen resilience.25 Critically, both studies found that 
appropriate application of effective forest treatments to mitigate the specific localized pathogen or 
insect threat is essential to the efficacy of the treatment. We believe that adding requirements for 
approval of the vegetation management plan by the applicable state or federal agency, oversight by 

 

23 Davis, K. T., Peeler, J., Fargione, J., Haugo, R. D., Metlen, K. L., Robles, M. D., & Woolley, T. (2024). A meta-
analysis of thinning, prescribed fire, and wildfire effects on subsequent wildfire severity in conifer dominated 
forests of the Western US. For. Ecol. Manag, 561, 121885. 
24 Moreau, G., Chagnon, C., Achim, A., Caspersen, J., D’Orangeville, L., Sánchez-Pinillos, M., & Thiffault, N. (2022). 
Opportunities and limitations of thinning to increase resistance and resilience of trees and forests to global 
change. Forestry, 95(5), 595-615. 
25 Roberts, M., Gilligan, C. A., Kleczkowski, A., Hanley, N., Whalley, A. E., & Healey, J. R. (2020). The effect of forest 
management options on forest resilience to pathogens. Frontiers in Forests and Global Change, 3, 7. 
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a Professional Forester, and confirmation by the verifier will help ensure appropriate application of 
effective vegetation management practices.  

Ability to update buffer pool contributions in the future. Ecology believes that alternative 
methods, datasets, and approaches will be available in the future that may strengthen the buffer 
pool contribution approach in the protocol. To facilitate these revisions, Ecology has identified 
buffer pool contributions by HUC-10 in the Assessment Area dataset, a separate document 
maintained by the Program. This allows Ecology to make regular and timely updates to these 
contributions as appropriate. We welcome input on alternative data sources or methods that 
Ecology should consider in the future.  

Taken together, Ecology believes this revision to buffer pool contributions in the protocol 
significantly strengthens fire and disease risk mitigation in our adopted protocol and aligns with 
other protocols and scientific literature. We expect that scientific understanding related to wildfire 
and disease risk for forests in the Northwest is likely to evolve in the coming years. We have 
structured this aspect of the offset protocol to allow Ecology to be responsive to changes in 
available tools, data, or buffer pool contribution methods. Ecology also believes that forest offset 
protocols can be an important funding mechanism for fire and disease risk reduction work. 
Through this revision we have sought to ensure adequate consideration of forest-health risks, 
without imposing undue constraints on this mechanism to fund forest resilience work.  

Comment O-2  
 Director Casey Sixkiller  

Washington State Department of Ecology  

300 Desmond Drive SE, Lacey, WA 98503  

 RE: Climate Action Reserve Comments on the Proposed Amendments to Chapter 173-446 
WAC – Cap and Invest Offsets and U.S. Forest Protocol Version 1.0  

The Climate Action Reserve (the Reserve) appreciates the opportunity to provide public 
comments regarding the Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) proposed updates to the U.S. Forest 
Protocol Version 1.0 and associated program rules. As an organization dedicated to the 
development of high-integrity carbon offset standards, we support Ecology’s efforts to 
strengthen its forestry framework, including by adopting and adapting key provisions from the 
Reserve’s U.S. Forest Protocol Version 5.1. These changes will enhance the scientific rigor of 
the program while lowering barriers for small landowners and Tribes.  

We offer the following considerations regarding the proposed updates:  

Enhancing Small Landowner Feasibility: Aggregation and Verification  

The Reserve supports Ecology inclusion of the Reserve’s Aggregation Guidelines, which allow 
multiple small landholdings to group together to meet carbon inventory confidence standards 
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collectively. This approach is important to reduce the inventory and verification costs that serve 
as a primary barrier for small landowners to participate in forest carbon projects and be 
economically unviable.  

• Aggregation: By allowing the 5% target sampling error to be met at the aggregate level 
while permitting up to a 10% error at the individual site level, the protocol reduces the 
number of sample plots required per landowner without sacrificing statistical certainty 
across the aggregate as a whole.  

• Verification Intensity: We support the proposed changes to the verification cycle. In 
particular, the 12-year site visit cycle for projects generating fewer than 10,000 credits 
annually, the modified aggregation verification schedule, and the option for desk reviews 
during years when no credits are sought will provide needed flexibility and cost savings 
for landowners committed to long-term permanence monitoring.  

• Forest Owner Support: In our experience, smaller landowners and new market 
participants often need additional support to assess project feasibility and durability. The 
Reserve has developed a variety of tools and training materials for other jurisdictions to 
support forest owner engagement and project potential, including a cost-benefit template 
and project developer guide. The Reserve would welcome the opportunity to collaborate 
with Ecology to provide resources for local stakeholders seeking to participate under the 
U.S. Forest Protocol.  

• FPIC: Furthermore, we encourage Ecology to consider integrating Free, Prior, and 
Informed Consent (FPIC) requirements for forest owners working with third-party project 
developers. Such considerations would ensure that landowners understand the full cost-
benefit of a project, particularly when the original project developer may no longer be 
involved during the full project life.  

Improved Flexibility: Boundary Adjustments and Computational Reversals  

We support Ecology’s inclusion of provisions for boundary flexibility and computational 
reversals to account for the dynamic nature of forest projects.  

• Boundary Flexibility: Adopting the Reserve’s approach to allow minor boundary 
reductions, treated as intentional reversals, prevents the unnecessary full termination of 
projects due to mapping errors or minor changes in ownership.  

• Computational Reversals: We support the creation of this new reversal category. By 
distinguishing reversals caused by computational errors and confidence deductions from 
those caused by on-the-ground activities, Ecology ensures that project operators are not 
penalized for changes that do not have real impacts in the forest, while still ensuring the 
environmental integrity of the credits as they are accounted for in future issuance.  

Accounting for Forest Productivity: Leakage Carryover  

The Reserve supports the adoption of our Secondary Effects carryover provision. This 
mechanism allows project operators to accrue positive carryover when actual harvest levels 
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exceed the modeled baseline in a given year. While the net balance of leakage can never be 
positive (it cannot generate additional credits), allowing this carryover to be applied against 
future leakage deductions appropriately recognizes landowners who manage their forests for 
long-term productivity.  

Improved Forest Management: Baseline Setting and Harvested Wood Products  

We support Ecology’s proposed modifications to baseline setting to ensure conservative 
crediting for Improved Forest Management (IFM) projects on private lands. We further support 
the development of a calculator for harvested wood products based on the Reserve’s calculator to 
facilitate use for forest projects in Washington. We would welcome ongoing collaboration and 
communication to ensure implementation feedback and considerations for improvements are 
shared.  

Permanence  

The Reserve has convened a technical working group to assess our permanence requirements and 
mechanisms to ensure the long-term durability of sequestered carbon at risk of reversal. We 
anticipate completing this work in Spring 2026, with recommendations to strengthen our 
permanence approach and enable practical implementation for forest owners. We would 
welcome the opportunity to provide additional input to Ecology at that time as part of continued 
efforts to support the U.S. Forest Protocol, enhance feasibility for local landowners, and maintain 
environmental integrity.  

Additionally, there are two references to Project Implementation Agreements (PIAs) found in the 
Abbreviations and Acronyms list and in Table 8.11 (Section 8.3.8), which we understand should 
be removed.  

The Reserve remains a committed partner to Ecology as you finalize these critical updates to the 
Climate Commitment Act program rules and support the program’s ability to drive high-quality 
emission reductions across the state’s forestry sector.  

Sincerely,  

/s/ Amy Kessler  
Amy Kessler  
Director, Market Development 

Ecology Response to Comment O-2 
Thank you for your comment, and for the Climate Action Reserve’s engagement in our 
rulemaking process. The Reserve’s expertise, protocol, and tools have been instrumental in this 
rulemaking process.  
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We agree that providing landowners with more tools, transparency, and training related to the 
development of forest offset projects is highly important. We intend to develop these resources 
and materials in the future, outside of rulemaking. We appreciate the Reserve’s willingness to 
collaborate in this work.  

Thank you for identifying two references to a “PIA” in the protocol. These have been removed in 
response to this comment. 

Comment O-3  
Kayla Stevenson 
Department of Ecology  
State of Washington  
300 Desmond Drive SE  
Lacey, WA 98503  

Submitted electronically to https://ecology.commentinput.com/?id=Bb78d4UCx2  

Re: Chapter 173-446 WAC: Cap-and-Invest U.S. Forest Offsets Protocol Formal Comment 
Period  

Clean Air Task Force (“CATF”) and colleagues respectfully submit these comments on the 
Washington State Department of Ecology’s proposed Draft U.S. Forest Protocol (Chapter 173-
446 WAC – Cap-and-Invest Offsets - U.S. Forest Protocol).  

CATF is a nonprofit organization working globally to safeguard against the worst impacts of 
climate change by catalyzing the rapid development and deployment of low-carbon energy and 
other climate-protecting technologies. With more than 25 years of internationally recognized 
expertise on climate policy and law, and a commitment to exploring all potential solutions, 
CATF is a pragmatic, non-ideological advocacy group with the bold ideas needed to address 
climate change. CATF has offices in Boston, Washington, D.C., and Brussels, with staff working 
remotely around the world.  

At CATF, our Land Systems program is working to enhance ecosystem carbon sequestration and 
storage in ways that do not deter emissions reductions. There is enormous climate mitigation 
potential in ecosystem-based solutions, including through protecting and enhancing long-term 
carbon storage in forests through reforestation, avoided conversion, and improved management.  

We led a recently published study in Earth’s Future26
 by a team of leading forest science experts 

that provides an extensive review of forest carbon credit methodologies in North American 
voluntary and compliance carbon markets. The study evaluated protocols for 
afforestation/reforestation, improved forest management and avoided conversion project types, 

 

26 Sanders-DeMott, R, LR Hutyra, MD Hurteau, WS Keeton, KS Fallon, WRL Anderegg, DY Hollinger, SE Kuebbing, M 
Lucash, EM Ordway, R Vargas, WS Walker. 2025. Ground Truth: Can forest carbon protocols ensure high-quality 
credits? Earth’s Future 13, e2024EF005414. https://doi.org/10.1029/2024EF005414 
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and included both the California Offset Program U.S. Forests Protocol (2015) and the Climate 
Action Reserve U.S. Forests Protocol v 5.1. Our assessment found that most protocols currently 
in use cannot guarantee that issued credits are high-quality. The study provides a detailed 
scorecard for existing protocols and recommendations for strengthening protocols across the 
board to ensure reliably high-quality credits. Our comments draw extensively from this peer-
reviewed research. Please see www.forestcarbonprotocols.org for details.  

We applaud the Department of Ecology’s engagement of both the technical working group 
and the environmental justice working group in developing revisions to this rule. Given the 
intended use of credits derived from this rule as offsets for fossil fuel emissions under a 
compliance emissions cap and invest program, it is critical that the guidelines adhere to the 
highest standards to ensure each credit represents real reduction that adequately offsets a 
ton of fossil emissions. Weak credits risk compromising the efficacy of the Climate 
Commitment Act target of 95% greenhouse gas emission reductions by 2050. Therefore, 
CATF views many of the revisions outlined in the draft rule that improve rigor relative to 
the existing protocol as positive steps and urges the Department of Ecology to formally 
adopt these changes in the final rule along with the additional improvements we 
recommend below.  

These comments offer support for many of the revisions proposed and highlight where they align 
with recommended improvements outlined in our recent study. In particular, we support:  

1. The reduced timeline proposed for baseline recalculation, which introduces more 
dynamism to the approach to better reflect on-the-ground conditions over time;  

2. The direct use of publicly available and independent data to establish common practice 
and risk values, which allows for timely data updates outside a rulemaking process;  

3. The efforts to improve standardization and streamlining of 
additionality justifications with templates; and  

4. Increased values for market leakage rate and for buffer pool contributions based on natural 
risks.  

We make the following recommendations to both make necessary improvements to this current 
draft rule and to inform alternative approaches for future rulemakings that would further improve 
the reliability of credit quality. These include:  

• Analyze how the revision constraining initial carbon stocks to the 90% confidence 
interval of the assessment area common practice value would function in practice using 
data from existing projects in the California market.  

• Eliminate maximum buffer pool contribution for wildfire and biotic agents, and base the 
buffer pool contribution reductions awarded for treatment on rigorous scientific evidence 
and not default predetermined values. This would ensure an adequately capitalized buffer 
pool based on rigorous science.  

• Incorporate site specific conditions, such as species composition, into the forthcoming 
dataset and tool for biotic risk estimation.  
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• Require the Department of Ecology to assign qualified real estate appraisers and project 
verifiers to individual projects to ensure objectivity in contract selection.  

• For future protocol updates, adopt an empirical dynamic baseline approach in place of the 
common practice standard for additionality.  

• For future protocol updates, consider commissioning a study to develop default market 
leakage rates specific to WA.  

• For future protocol updates, consider developing an alternate approach to baseline setting 
for avoided conversion projects that uses existing data and tools to assess likelihood of 
forest conversion, rather than relying on real estate appraisals.  

CATF has organized our comments around four specific revisions outlined by the Department of 
Ecology in Proposed revisions to U.S. Forest Protocol and fleshed out in detail in the Draft U.S. 
Forests Protocol.  

We would also like to highlight a similar process underway in the EU for their Carbon Removal 
and Carbon Farming Framework (CRCF). CATF is a member of their expert group and has 
submitted recommendations for their proposed afforestation methodology. The progress of their 
proposed methodology may be of interest to the Department of Ecology. 

Revision 2. Revise IFM – private lands projects baseline quantification and crediting approach.  

We support much of the proposed revisions to baseline setting for Improved Forest Management 
(IFM) on private lands. We agree that these revisions will result in a significant change to how 
credits are issued, and that these refinements are likely to improve the quality of forest carbon 
credits issued under the program. However, in the long term we recommend that an empirical 
dynamic baseline be incorporated into the program in place of the common practice 
approach.  

• 10-year crediting and baseline period: While the approach proposed here doesn’t adopt 
our full recommendation of using empirical dynamic baselines, we support 
reestablishing the baseline every 10 years as an important improvement over a fixed 
baseline for the project lifetime that balances improved rigor with providing 
certainty for a 10-year period. This revision will incorporate a significant degree of 
dynamism to account for changing conditions over time, a key recommendation from our 
report, into the baseline estimation. In the future, empirical dynamic baselines should be 
evaluated and considered for further updates to the WA protocol. While this approach is 
new, empirical dynamic baselines are currently being market tested by Verra27 and 

 

27 Verra. 2025. VM0047 Afforestation, Reforestation, and Revegetation, v1.1. 
https://verra.org/methodologies/vm0047-afforestation-reforestation-and-revegetation-v1-1/; Verra. 2025. 
VM0045 Improved Forest Management Using Dynamic Matched Baselines from National Forest Inventories, v1.2. 
https://verra.org/methodologies/methodology-for-improved-forest-management/.  
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American Carbon Registry28 in the voluntary carbon markets and are considered a 
promising approach by our panel of forest scientists.  

• Constraining initial carbon stocks (ICS) eligibility relative to common practice: We 
support the effort to address over crediting of highly stocked forests relative to the 
program’s assigned common practice baseline.29 The proposed requirement that projects 
with initial carbon stocks outside the 90% confidence interval of common practice value 
be subject to a correction based on the width of the confidence interval may help address 
this issue. However, we urge that the Department of Ecology to conduct a formal 
analysis to determine how this revision would in practice alter the number of credits 
issued for projects in WA. This could be done by examining data from existing 
markets to empirically understand the proposed policy’s implications before 
adoption, and to make this assessment publicly available.  

• Standard additionality reporting templates: Our assessment of forest carbon protocols 
identified that excess flexibility in individual project developers’ interpretation of 
additionality guidelines is a risk to credit quality, and therefore we support the idea of 
standardized templates to alleviate some of this concern. How the templates are 
ultimately structured will be very important, and we recommend a detailed 
prescriptive approach, particularly as it relates to reporting of the financial viability 
of timber harvest.  

Revision 3. Revise leakage rate assumption for improved forest management (IFM) projects  

We support efforts to revise the market leakage rate assumption and correction. There is 
evidence that the 20% value is too low and is not a suitable default.30 Increasing the default 
leakage rate from 20% to 40% as proposed in the draft rule is likely to increase the 
conservativism of the protocol and directionally reduce overcrediting and we support this 
revision to the rule.  

In the future, development of a more empirically based value could further improve the rigor of 
the protocol. While the 40% value31  is based on a relatively recent meta-analysis of existing 
leakage estimates, this value is also a global average and not tailored to the context of 
Washington state and its forest markets. To support strengthening this approach in future 
revisions to the rule, we recommend commissioning a study to develop a regionally 
representative value and to design a system that would allow that value to change over time 
based on reanalysis of market conditions outside of rulemaking.  

 

28 American Carbon Registry. 2024. Improved Forest Management (IFM) on Non-Federal U.S. Forestlands. 
https://acrcarbon.org/methodology/improved-forest-management-ifm-on-non-federal-u-s-forestlands/.  
29 Badgley, G., et al. 2022. Systematic over-crediting in California’s forest carbon offsets program. Glob Chang Biol 
28, 1433–1445. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15943.  
30 Haya, B. K. 2019. The California air resources board's U.S. Forest offset protocol underestimates leakage. 
Retrieved from https://gspp.berkeley.edu/assets/uploads/research/pdf/Policy_Brief-US_Forest_Projects-Leakage-
Haya_4.pdf 
31 Pan, P., Kim, M-K., Ning, Z., & Yang, H. 2020. Carbon leakage in energy/forest sectors and climate policy 
implications using meta-analysis. Forest Policy and Economics 115, 102161. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2020.102161. 
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Revision 4. Adopt revised Common Practice statistics and updated assessment area dataset  

We agree that updating the Assessment Area dataset and utilizing the EVALIDator tool with 
updated Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) plot data will strengthen this protocol through 
improved transparency and timeliness of data updates, especially since the draft protocol 
specifies that updates to the dataset may occur outside of rulemaking. This revision aligns with 
our recommendations for robust forest carbon credit protocols to rely on independently managed 
and up to date datasets where possible. We recommend that the rule account for potential 
changes in availability or maintenance of the EVALIDator tool and the FIA dataset itself, 
by specifying that comparable datasets meeting the criteria for spatial resolution and above 
and belowground biomass reporting may be used to update the common practice values 
should the FIA data or tool ever become unavailable or outdated.  

Revision 5. Revise property appraisal requirements for avoided conversion projects, including 
third party verification of appraisal  

The real estate appraisal approach to demonstrating project additionality and establishing a 
baseline was scored poorly (‘very weak’) by our panel of forest science experts who authored 
our recent assessment.32  There are data and tools available to determine not only the value of 
land under alternate uses, but the likelihood of conversion based on key parameters such as rates 
of development, natural revegetation patterns, wetlands, flood zones, and priority conservation 
areas. For example, Thompson et al. (2017) demonstrate one approach that could be used to 
assess likelihood of forest conversion, with their work applied to New England.33 We urge the 
Department of Ecology to consider an approach that would utilize existing data to develop 
an empirical metric of conversion risk as our experts assert this would generate more 
robust measures of additionality.  

However, if the appraisal approach is to be retained, improving transparency and eliminating real 
or perceived verifier conflict of interest is an important approach to improving carbon credit 
quality. The new requirement for two independent appraisers helps alleviate real or perceived 
conflict of interest for this element of avoided conversion projects. We suggest clarifying in the 
rule, however, whether the forestry appraisal must also be duplicated or whether the two 
appraisers may use the same forestry appraisal. We also recommend that the Department 
of Ecology take an active role in maintaining a list of qualified project verifiers and real 
estate appraisers and assigning them to projects to help ensure objectivity in contract 
selection. With this approach there is less probability of actors being able to preference 
appraisers likely to favor an intended outcome and it could replace the need for a duplicate 
appraisal.  

 

32 Sanders-DeMott, R, LR Hutyra, MD Hurteau, WS Keeton, KS Fallon, WRL Anderegg, DY Hollinger, SE Kuebbing, M 
Lucash, EM Ordway, R Vargas, WS Walker. 2025. Ground Truth: Can forest carbon protocols ensure high-quality 
credits? Earth’s Future 13, e2024EF005414. https://doi.org/10.1029/2024EF005414. 
33 Thompson, J. R., Plisinski, J., Olofsson, P., Holden, C. E., & Duveneck, M. J. 2017. Forest loss in New England: A 
projection of recent trends. PLoS ONE 12, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0189636. 



 

Publication 26-14-050  WAC 173-446 (US Forest Offset Protocol) CES 
Page 46 June 2026 

Revision 6. Set buffer pool contributions in consideration of regional risks  

We are very supportive of the revision to tie buffer pool contributions based on fire and 
insect/disease risk to spatially explicit, independent datasets that are updated regularly. This is a 
key recommendation of our report. We recognize that the ability of the Department of Ecology to 
update these values over time outside of rulemaking is critical to timeliness. We recommend 
that the biotic risk data and tool allow for consideration of species composition at a specific 
project site. We look forward to reviewing the dataset and quantification approach developed by 
SIG GIS.  

However, the predetermined maximum buffer pool contributions for fire and biotic risks may 
undermine the improvements of this approach. The buffer pool contribution should represent 
scientifically justified risk, and not be limited to a predetermined cap. Furthermore, we urge 
the Department of Ecology to reconsider the 80% buffer pool contribution reduction offered for 
implementing risk reduction treatments, which very likely overcompensates for the actual risk 
reduction accomplished by treatments. Risk reduction to buffer pool contribution should be 
updated to be based on rigorous scientific evidence34 for each specific risk factor.  

Topic 8. Revise 100-year project commitment within the U.S. Forest Protocol  

In our recent assessment, the only feature rated as ‘very robust’ to ‘exemplary’ was the 100-year 
monitoring period (scoring 5.5 on a Likert scale from 0-6). The length of the monitoring period 
is a key component to ensuring the durability the carbon stored, which is of critical importance 
for the use of carbon credits as offsets for fossil fuels under a cap and invest system. We support 
maintaining the 100-year monitoring period. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Rebecca Sanders-DeMott, PhD  
Director, Ecosystem Carbon Science  
Clean Air Task Force  
114 State Street 6th Floor 

Kathy Fallon  
Director, Land Systems Program  
Clean Air Task Force  
114 State Street 6th Floor  
Boston, MA 02109  

William Anderegg, PhD  
Professor  
University of Utah  

 

34 Levine, J.I., C. Zehnd, L. Blanchard, J.C. Fickle, T. Lengyel, M. Liu, A.C. Post-Leon, C. Wu, H. Xu, L. Yang, W.R.L. 
Anderegg. 2026. Variable impacts of forest treatments on carbon and mortality following disturbance. 
Environmental Research Letters 21: 053002. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ae4888 
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Salt Lake City, UT  

William Keeton, PhD  
Professor  
University of Vermont  
Burlington, VT  

Matthew Hurteau, PhD  
Professor of Biology  
University of New Mexico  
Albuquerque, NM 

Ecology Response to Comment O-3 

Thank you for your comment.  
In response to your recommendation on revision 2. We agree that this revised approach will 
increase methodological rigor of baseline settings for Improved Forest Management (IFM) 
projects. We will continue to evaluate alternative approaches, such as dynamic matched 
baselines, and welcome input on future revisions to the baseline setting approach in this protocol. 
The Preliminary Regulatory Analysis35 for the rulemaking included an analysis of the impact of 
the maximum variance between a project’s initial carbon stocks and Common Practice. The 
analysis considered IFM projects issued by California Air Resources Board (CARB) in 
Washington, Oregon, and Montana, and found that this rulemaking’s revision would result in 
fewer credits issued for 9 out of 12 of the IFM projects evaluated. These were all the IFM 
projects awarded credits by CARB in these states. This subset of data was chosen since the forest 
types in these states are closest to those likely to fall under Ecology’s new protocol. 
In response to your recommendation on revision 3. We agree that increases to buffer pool 
contributions and leakage rates reduce risks of over crediting. While commissioning a study on 
regional leakage rates was not within the scope of this rulemaking, we will continue to monitor 
published literature on this topic in the future and welcome input on alternative approaches that 
Ecology should consider in subsequent rulemakings.  
In response to your recommendation on revision 4. In response to this comment, we have 
removed several references to the Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) source of Common Practices 
values in the protocol. The EVALIDator tool is referenced exclusively in the Assessment Area 
dataset, which is supplemental to the protocol and can be updated over time as appropriate. 
These revisions will allow Ecology to revise figures in this dataset if the availability of the 
underlying data source changes in the future.  
In response to your recommendation on revision 5. We appreciate this input on ways to 
strengthen baseline setting for Avoided Conversion projects in the future. We believe the 

 

35 Posewitz, A., Diamond, E. 2026. Preliminary Regulatory Analyses for Chapter 173-446 WAC, Cap-and-Invest 
Offsets- US Forest Protocol. https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/2614002.pdf 
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revision to require two separate appraisals to be completed by different appraisers, and use of the 
lower of the two values to establish the project’s highest and best use, will strengthen baseline 
establishment for this project type. The protocol requires that “An Avoided Conversion Project 
satisfies the performance test if the Project Operator provides two real estate appraisals 
conducted by different qualified appraisers for the Project Area” (section 3.3.2.3). 

In response to your recommendation on revision 6. The buffer pool contribution rates at a 
HUC-10 scale can be found in Ecology’s Assessment Area dataset.36 In response to comments on 
the informal draft rule, the proposal reverted the buffer pool contribution deduction for risk 
reduction work to a maximum of 50%, in line with CARB’s U.S. Forest Protocol 2015. Ecology is 
not aware of currently available data that estimate the absolute risk of carbon loss due to wildfire 
or disease in a project area over a 100-year period. In the absence of absolute risk metrics, 
Ecology’s approach quantifies relative risk and assigns a contribution based on that relative risk, in 
alignment with ACR’s Reversal Risk Analysis and Buffer Pool Contribution Determination. This 
approach will result in larger buffer pool contributions than the approach in the Climate Action 
Reserve’s U.S. Forest Protocol 5.1 Protocol or CARB’s U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015. While 
direct comparison with Verra’s “Procedure for Applying Non-Permanence Risk Tool 5.0” is 
difficult due to structural differences, we believe that contribution rates will be comparable or 
higher through Ecology’s revised protocol compared with Verra’s approach.  

In summary, our assessment is that this revised protocol will result in buffer pool contributions that 
are comparable to or more conservative than the other forest carbon offset crediting programs in 
the US. Ecology believes that alternative methods, datasets, and approaches that may strengthen 
the buffer pool contribution approach in the protocol will be available in the future. To facilitate 
these revisions, Ecology has established buffer pool contributions by HUC-10 in the Assessment 
Area dataset, a separate document maintained  by the agency. This allows Ecology to make regular 
and timely updates to these contribution values as appropriate. We welcome input on alternative 
data sources or methods that Ecology should consider in the future.  

Taken together, Ecology believes this revision to buffer pool contributions in the protocol 
significantly strengthens fire and disease risk mitigation in our adopted protocol and aligns with 
other protocols and scientific literature. We expect that scientific understanding related to wildfire 
and disease risk for forests in the Northwest is likely to evolve in the coming years. We have 
structured this aspect of the offset protocol to allow Ecology to be responsive to changes in 
available tools, data, or buffer pool contribution methods. Ecology also believes that forest offset 
protocols can be an important funding mechanism for fire and disease risk reduction work. 
Through this revision we have sought to ensure adequate consideration of the risks for forest 
health, without imposing undue constraints on this mechanism to fund forest resilience work.  

Comment O-4  

 

36 Available at: https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/laws-rules-rulemaking/rulemaking/wac-173-446-
offsets-us-forest-protocol 
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Comments to Washington State’s Department of Ecology 

(ECY) on U.S. Forest Offset Protocol Revisions  

Submitted via ECY’s Public Comment Form 

13 March 2026  

The International Emissions Trading Association (IETA) welcomes this opportunity to  
provide guidance as requested by Washington’s Department of Ecology (ECY) on its draft  
rule language to update Chapter 173-446 WAC, Climate Commitment Act Program  
Rule, related to the U.S. Forest offset protocol. IETA has long been a proponent of robust  
and high-integrity compliance offsets within Washington’s Cap-and-Invest program to  
ensure cost-containment, enable linkage and provide environmental and co-benefits  
beyond the regulated sectors. We support ECY’s decision to revise the U.S. Forest  
Protocol but have several recommendations for ECY’s consideration.  

In the ‘Proposed revisions to U.S. Forest Protocol’ document, Revision 2 states that  
through a revised approach to the baseline quantification approach, “‘common practice” 
values will be derived by Ecology from the U.S. Forest Service EVALIDator Tool.” The  
common practice values will consist of on-site live and dead trees, as opposed to the  
current protocol which only considers above-ground live trees. Given the potential  
outsized impact of this change, IETA suggests that additional clarification should be  
provided on the exact steps to recalculate the common practice values. Additionally,  
the quantification of dead trees could have challenging statistical implications for certain  
assessment areas or supersections.  

Also in Revision 2, ECY proposes to provide Improved Forest Management (IFM)  
projects with credits for avoided harvest over a 10-year period rather than as a lump sum  
in the first issuance of the project. IETA is supportive of this change, as current protocol  
method of providing a lump sum at the first issuance has been the subject of criticism by some 
stakeholders for overissuing credits. 

IETA supports Revision 7 to adopt some of the Climate Action Reserve (CAR)’s  
aggregation guidelines. This would allow multiple small landholdings to group together to  
meet carbon inventory confidence standards collectively, which can reduce inventory and  
verification costs for small landowners. In addition, by allowing the 5% target sampling  
error to be met at the aggregate level while permitting up to a 10% error at the individual  
site level, the protocol reduces the number of sample plots required per landowner.  
We also support the proposed changes to the verification cycle, particularly, the 12-year  
site visit cycle for projects generating fewer than 10,000 credits annually. The changes will make 
the compliance offset market more accessible and affordable for small landowner committed to 
long-term permanence monitoring. 

In Revision 12, ECY proposes adding “computational reversals” as a new type of reversal  
that occurs because of required protocol calculations and not site changes. We support  
the addition of this reversal category, as it ensures that project operators are not penalized  
for changes that do not have real impacts in the forest. However, IETA requests that ECY  
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include additional clarification on what constitutes a computational reversal. There  
could be gray area where the difference between an unintentional, intentional, and 
computational reversal might be uncertain and/or open to significant interpretation by  
project proponents, verifiers, or registries. Additional details on the situations which  
trigger each type of reversal would be helpful for project planning. 

On behalf of our 300+ member organizations, IETA appreciates this opportunity to provide  
feedback to ECY on the proposed changes to the U.S. Forest Offset Protocol in the Cap-and-
Invest Program.  

Ecology Response to Comment O-4 

Thank you for your comment. In response to comments regarding potential ambiguity related to 
the term “Computational Reversal”, we have removed this reversal classification. We have 
retained existing categorization of two types of reversals, “Intentional” and “Unintentional”. 
Ecology may consider re-categorizing these classifications in a future rulemaking. We have also 
revised the treatment of deadwood in the protocol. The inclusion of ecoregion and forest type 
specific dead wood values in the Assessment Area dataset is intended to reflect a regional 
average based on Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) plot data to determine a project’s Common 
Practice values to establish a conservative baseline. In response to this comment, we have made 
revisions to Table 3.3 in the protocol, reverting the standing and lying dead wood requirements 
to CARB’s U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015. 

Information on how Common Practice figures were calculated can be found in the “Introduction” 
tab of Ecology’s Assessment Area Dataset:  

“Ecology calculated Common Practice values for Improved Forest Management projects on 
private lands through data available on the EVALIDator database. This database aggregates 
FIA plot data at an Ecoregion and Forest Type level.   

The dataset was accessed from: https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fiadb-api/evalidator. 

The data was collected using the following steps: 

Step 1: "State(s) retrieval" was selected. "Timberland" was selected from the land basis drop-
down list. "Tree carbon" was selected as the numerator, "Area" was selected as the 
denominator. 

Step 2: This process was re-run selecting 67000, 68000, and 61001 from the "estimate" 
dropdown list. "Limit retrieval to only most recent inventories" was selected. 

Step 3: All states were selected 

Step 4: Page variable was set as "Ecoregion section", row variable was set as "Forest type 
group", column variable was set as "Ownership group - Major"  
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Post processing was conducted in R. FIA plots on public lands were excluded from these figures. 
Within an Ecoregion, Forest Types with fewer than 10 FIA Plots are aggregated total, with 
carbon values calculated as the weight average of aggregated forest types by acreage within an 
ecoregion. Plots on non-stocked lands within an Ecoregion are included separately, regardless 
of plot count.  Carbon was converted to metric tonnes CO2e, and ecoregions outside the 
northwest were excluded from the dataset. 

IFM projects on private lands should use common practice values that reflect the total above 
and belowground live and dead carbon per acre, which is listed as column “D” in this dataset. 
Metric tonnes of carbon per acre for standing live above ground, live below ground, and dead 
above and below ground are included in this dataset for informational purposes only.   

Ecology has noted minor differences in values returned through EVALIDator following various 
updates to the site. These changes appear to be due to small differences in the plots returned in 
response to the above query of the API. Ecology intends to update the Assessment Area dataset 
every two years. We do not intend to update the Assessment Area dataset after every update to 
EVALIDator or the underlying API. Project proponents may request an update to this dataset 
between these semi-annual updates if the proponent identifies a change in EVALIDator values 
that would impact their project.” 

.” 

Comment O-5 
March 13, 2026  

Kayla Stevenson  
Jordan Wildish  
Department of Ecology 
Climate Pollution Reduction Program 
PO BOX 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Re: Formal Comment for Chapter 173-446 WAC — Cap and Invest Offsets – U.S. Forest 
Protocol 

Dear Ms. Stevenson and Mr. Wildish:  

Washington Conservation Action and Dogwood Springs Forestry appreciate the opportunity to  
provide our joint formal comments on the updated U.S. Forest Protocol in Chapter 173-446 
WAC. We are guided by a philosophy that managing for carbon is a part of a broader approach 
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to managing for a changing climate and to support healthy forests that provide a range of social, 
economic, and ecological benefits. Carbon markets serve as a mechanism to provide economic 
benefits to managers who choose to manage forests for better climate outcomes, inclusive of, but 
not limited to carbon storage.  

We also want to thank you and your team for the deliberative, inclusive process that led to this 
draft rule. In our view, this rule represents significant improvements that affirm Washington’s 
program as the leader in the compliance market, and we look forward to future opportunities to 
support refinement of the protocol that enhance its rigor and provide new pathways for 
participation by landowners with smaller land holdings.  

Use of External Datasets  

The forest protocol makes use of reference values for a variety of calculations. Many of these 
values may evolve over time. We support the decision to maintain the Assessment Area data in a  
companion document to the protocol so that Ecology can update the data more efficiently. If 
maintained as part of the protocol, the entire protocol must be opened up for discussion, creating 
a cumbersome process. We recommend that the same logic of maintaining companion datasets  
external to the protocol be applied to additional values that may be subject to future updates. In  
addition to the buffer pool risks and the Assessment Area values, Ecology may want to consider 
the additional values for maintenance and updating outside the protocol:  

1. Net present values in Table 6.2   
2. Table B.19. Estimated Net Carbon Loss  

3. Table 8.11 Risk Buffer Values 
Improved Forest Management (IFM) Baseline  

We support the approach to the IFM baseline. We wish to call out specific support for the 
following: 

1. 10-year baseline decline to Common Practice. 
While project economics may be less favorable, this provision improves the credibility of 
the baseline counterfactual. We also support the exception afforded to smaller landowners 
who would be more likely to harvest a greater percentage of their property in one harvest 
to achieve an economic harvest.  

2. Legal Constraints Template  
This novel approach provides a heightened level of transparency and simplifies the 
approach for Project Developers to determine the effect of legal constraints on project 
stocks. The legal test uses a tool developed by Ecology to compare “Initial Carbon 
Stocks” against Common Practice without having to perform a model simulation of 
growth and harvest. We support the approach as it reduces the complexity and cost of 
baseline determination by focusing on the key variables (i.e., legal constraints) that affect 
long-term management in an appropriate and simplified approach.  

3. 20% limit of common practice values below project initial carbon stocks.  
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This limit helps to ensure that the project baseline is representative of the project in cases 
where the initial carbon stocks are above common practice. 

We suggest adding additional clarity regarding the approach to Section 6.2.1.5 Analyze the 
financial viability of timber harvest within the project area.  

The section begins with: “This test confirms that the result of the baseline assumption from 
6.2.1.3 is supported by evidence that the assumption is based on cost effective harvesting.” We 
understand that 6.2.1.3 is developed through a tool that assesses the impact of legal constraints 
on the Initial Standing Carbon Stocks, which results in a single value.  

Given that there is a modeling requirement for the financial analysis, additional clarity outlining 
the alignment and/or interaction with the legal requirements analysis would be helpful. The 
modeling will result in a jagged inventory projection over time. In the CARB protocol, that 
jagged line is averaged to develop a straight line to compare to Common Practice. We 
understand that the purpose of modeling with a specified discount rate for valuation is to 
determine if the project meets minimum financial thresholds. Clarification is needed if the 
Project Developer is expected to average the results of their modeling, demonstrate that it meets 
the discount rate thresholds, and then simply discuss its alignment with the determined value 
from 6.2.1.3.  

We are concerned about the potential for ambiguity and unnecessary verification issues that 
might arise between the two approaches. 

We would prefer an alternative approach to a modeling scenario to determining financial 
viability to achieve the stated benefits we raised in support of the Legal Constraints Template. 
Forest growth and harvest modeling over a 100-year timeframe is an imperfect science. An 
alternative approach could be to establish the financial viability on current stumpage rates with 
defined minimum values returned to the landowner based on the landowner class.  

We also noticed that the terms “Start Date Standing Carbon Stocks” and “Initial Standing Carbon 
Stocks” appear to be describing the same thing. A sentence added to Section 6.2.1.2 to explain 
that they both refer to the same thing or revising to one term throughout the protocol would 
resolve this issue. 

Forest Landowner Resources  

We believe forest landowners should engage in a forest carbon project with a solid understanding 
of the project’s estimated costs and benefits, as well as the long-term obligations they will be 
adhering to. We recommend that Ecology prepare training materials to facilitate this education. 
Projects can look attractive on the front-end, particularly with some of the upfront revenues 
when projects have carbon stocks above Common Practice, only to find out that after 
disbursement of credits sales with Project Developers, ongoing revenues to manage long-term 
monitoring, reporting, and verification are in short supply. This has led to project failures in 
other programs. In such cases, the forest landowner is unable to compensate for the resulting 
reversals which put pressure on the reversal buffer pool.  
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One way to mitigate this could be a cost-benefit template prepared by Ecology and made a 
required, confidential component of project submissions documents, with signatures by Project 
Developers and landowners. These documents would be included in the initial verification 
efforts provided by third-party verification. Perhaps the program could provide, or point to, 
resources that landowners can review to understand typical terms in contracts with Project 
Developers, as well as typical costs for ongoing monitoring, reporting, and verification. 

Buffer Pool  

We support the enhanced precision of the wildfire risk assessment and the standardized approach 
to deriving the risk values at the HUC-10 scale. It would be helpful to highlight within the 
protocol that, while the buffer pool risk ratings vary depending on the type of risk to project 
carbon stocks, the use of the buffer pool to mitigate reversals is not restricted to those 
compartmentalized categories of risk. The buffer pool is a collective pool of credits to be used 
for any sort of reversal. The assumed compartmentalization has led to erroneous claims about 
buffer pools in other programs.  

Monitoring, Reporting, and Verification (MRV)  

We support the action taken to reduce long-term monitoring costs by extending the site 
verification timeframe to 12 years, instead of 6, for projects receiving less than 10,000 credits 
annually. We also support the shift to a desk verification instead of a scheduled site verification 
in cases where no new credit issuances are occurring. These types of actions are moving in the 
right direction to keep project management costs down when there are inadequate or no revenues 
to cover those costs. We urge Ecology to continue seeking ways to reduce project costs to reduce 
risks of project failure and make the program more available to smaller landowners. With 
improvements in remote sensing, we envision a possibility that costs outside of the active 
crediting timeframe could be reduced much further through a monitoring approach managed by 
the program. Project participants might be on the hook for submitting annual reports simply 
indicating they have no major changes. Should change detection from remotely sensed data 
indicate a risk, MRV activities would then be elevated to appropriate measures to ensure 
program integrity. 

Direct Environmental Benefits to the State (DEBS)  

As previously stated in our informal comments, we appreciate the steps Ecology proposes to 
ensure that future projects in Washington are registered under Washington’s protocol and to 
prevent venue shopping. This helps to ensure that the benefits of Washington’s protocol are 
realized, particularly concerning direct environmental benefits to the state and reductions to 
greenhouse gas emissions under the state’s cap.  

Harvested Wood Products  

We appreciate Ecology developing a calculator based on the Climate Action Reserve’s calculator 
that is accessible for use by Washington project developers. We would encourage Ecology to 
consistently update its calculator to maintain consistency with the Reserve’s as updates are made. 
We also recommend that Ecology collaborate with the Reserve and others to make refinements 
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that improve precision and to reflect any observed nuances and data from its use in Washington 
to refine both calculators in tandem.  

Periodic updates to protocol  

Significant progress has been made to the protocol, and there are many opportunities for further 
updates. As science advances and updates are made in the voluntary and other compliance 
markets, we strongly encourage Ecology to pursue a process to consistently review and update 
the protocol. California will update their protocol every 5 years beginning in 2029, and a similar 
cadence would help to ensure Washington’s protocol aligns with the current/best available 
science, changes in relevant legal requirements, and market conditions. Establishing an update 
interval will support an intentional approach to incorporating topics for continued research that 
Ecology has already identified as well as topics that will emerge over time. In the event that this 
requires legislative action, we recommend that Ecology work with the legislature to develop a 
bill to this effect. 

Future Research and Considerations  

In prior comments, we shared several recommendations of areas of future research and provided 
recommendations to approaches to some of the topics identified by Ecology. Expanding on those 
comments, we would like to emphasize the following:  

• Continue to research opportunities to refine the Improved Forest Management baseline, 
particularly to reflect climate-smart management activities. Public state lands in 
particular stand to benefit from further consideration to improve project viability and are 
important to supporting Washington’s climate goals via offsets. 

o We encourage Ecology to investigate and develop opportunities to incentivize 
and/or create market value for management practices that are supportive of 
ecosystem services, including but not limited to:  
 Hydrologic benefits  
 Wildlife habitat  
 Wildfire resilience 
 Tolerance to drought, pests, and disease  

Many non-industrial forest landowners would benefit from the recognition of avoided 
emissions associated with fuel reduction activities as a primary activity. While 
management activities that reduce wildfire severity and/or improve resilience to drought, 
pests, and disease are currently promoted via a reduced buffer pool contribution, these 
activities produce benefits in terms of avoided emissions and longerterm carbon stored on 
forested landscapes that represent benefits beyond the context of the types of losses the 
buffer pool covers.  

The species diversity requirements that were removed from earlier drafts of the protocol 
update could be re-captured under this approach. This could serve to promote voluntary 
planting of more diverse native species, which can support climate resilience and support 
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forest health following disturbances. This will ultimately positively impact carbon 
projects in terms of reversals and permanence of carbon storage. 

• We encourage Ecology to investigate opportunities to support the development of carbon 
projects on public lands, including an approach that utilizes forest practice requirements 
and existing legal agreements, such as Habitat Conservation Plans, as the baseline. 

• Aggregation – As different approaches to aggregation are developed in voluntary 
markets, such as the TNC Family Forest Carbon program, Ecology should assess the 
applicability of these approaches, in part or in whole, to support participation in the 
market by Tribes and other landowners with smaller landholdings. Significant differences 
in approaches to permanence may prevent these programs from being fully integrated 
into the protocol, but elements of them may nonetheless prove beneficial to supporting 
viability of aggregation within the protocol. Liability, incentive opportunities, and the 
potential role of the agency as the aggregator are all topics warranting future 
consideration. 
Opportunities may be more relevant as related but separate programs external to the 
compliance program. We encourage the consideration of novel approaches to 
aggregation, based on incentivizing and monitoring changes in management activity, 
rather than inventories, with monitoring occurring at broad landscape scales. Small 
landowners represent an important potential contributor to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions, and the current version of the protocol makes important strides toward making 
it more approachable for smaller landowners. We encourage Ecology to continue to 
research and develop solutions that reduce costs for landowners, particularly small 
landowners, while maintaining quantification rigor. 

• MRV – We are supportive of exploration of a more direct role for Ecology in conducting 
monitoring activities, which may increase the long-term viability of the program and 
supports the protocol’s 100-year permanence requirement.  

• Leakage – the change in leakage calculation in the proposed protocol update reflects the 
best available data. However, it relies on a global meta-analysis. As new data is collected 
or made available, particularly with a more specific geographic focus on Washington, 
jurisdictions with the potential to provide direct environmental benefits to Washington, 
and linked jurisdictions, the leakage rate could continue to be updated to reflect the most 
relevant, best available data as part of a periodic review process.  

• We recommend that Ecology regularly evaluate new tools, datasets, and technologies, 
which may lead to periodic modifications to the protocol to reflect novel strategies. To 
the extent practicable, updates should be made through the most efficient and public 
processes available. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Fields  
Forests, Fire and Communities Senior Manager  
Washington Conservation Action  
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John Nickerson  
Dogwood Springs Forestry, LLC  

Justin Allegro 
Policy Director  
The Nature Conservancy in Washington 

Response to comment O-5 
Thank you for your comment, and for Washington Conservation Action’s and Dogwood Springs 
Forestry’s meaningful contributions to this rulemaking. In response to your comment related to 
the financial analysis requirements in the protocol, we have revised section 6.2.1.5 of the 
protocol to provide a second option for project proponents to complete the required financial 
analysis. Project proponents may choose to complete a comparable properties analysis, in 
alignment with California Air Resources Board’s U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015. This 
analysis must identify three properties on which a similar harvesting regime to the project’s 
baseline has taken place within the past 15 years. We believe providing this second option for 
completing a financial analysis will remove the need for harvest modeling for projects that elect 
to use this option. We have also revised the protocol (section 6.2.1.5) to clarify the intended 
outcome of the net present value financial analysis option.  
We appreciate your comments regarding routine updates to the protocol and associated tools. We 
agree that periodic updates to these materials are necessary and we intend to regularly review 
and revise these materials as appropriate. We have not adopted a specific schedule for required 
updates in our protocol because timing of these updates will be dependent on relevant revisions 
in comparable protocols in other voluntary and compliance markets, and internal resources. 
We agree that providing additional trainings and supporting resources for forest landowners is an 
important way to improve access to the forest carbon offset market. We will work to develop 
some of these materials, outside of rulemaking, and welcome input on what trainings or 
resources would be most valuable for forest landowners. 
Thank you for your recommendations of topics for Ecology to explore in future protocol 
revisions. We look forward to continued collaboration with Washington Conservation Action 
and Dogwood Springs forestry as we pursue improvements to this protocol in the future. 

Comment O-6  
 March 13, 2026  

Department of Ecology  
300 Desmond Drive SE  
Lacey, WA 98503  
CCAOffsets@ecy.wa.gov  
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RE: Comments on U.S. Forest Protocol Rulemaking (Chapter 173-446 WAC), Version 1.0 
Rule Language, March 2026  

The American Forest Resource Council (AFRC) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments related to the proposed revisions to the U.S. Forest Protocol for forest carbon offsets 
under the Climate Commitment Act, through 173-446 WAC. AFRC submitted informal 
comments on January 26, 2022 and July 15, 2022, but did not comment during the CR-101 
phase.  

AFRC is a regional trade association representing forest products manufacturers, forestry 
contractors, local governments, and others who rely on and support the many benefits of active 
forest management in California, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana. AFRC works 
closely with federal and state forestry agencies, including the U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of 
Land Management, and Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to promote 
sustained yield timber harvests on public timberlands throughout the West. Sustained yield 
forestry results in benefits to local economies, produces climate-friendly wood products 
(CORRIM 2005, 2010, 2017), and enhances forest health and resiliency to climate change, fire, 
insects, and disease. We also work to improve federal and state laws, regulations, policies and 
decisions regarding access to, and management of, public forest lands, the protection of all forest 
lands, and impacts to available timber supplies for our members.  

Recommendation 1: Increase leakage rate for IFM projects  

Overall, we support the proposed increase of the leakage rate assigned to Improved Forest 
Management (IFM) projects from 20% to 40% (revision 3). Haya and Stewart 2019 have 
calculated that there is nearly 82% leakage in California from the implementation of the CARB 
2015 Forest Protocol. That means that 82% of the projects do not confer global greenhouse gas 
benefits because emissions occur elsewhere. Available information specific to Washington state 
supports a higher leakage rate, including for DNR state trust lands that are already managed to a 
longer rotation age.  

On December 19, 2025, DNR submitted its final Carbon and Forest Management Work Group 
Report to the Legislature37 in response to a $2.3 million proviso in the 2023 capital budget to 
model different approaches for managing DNR state trust lands to understand how they could 
affect carbon storage, rural economies, trust beneficiaries, and the timber industry (enclosed). 
DNR contracted with ESSA to conduct a forest carbon quantification and Evergreen Economics 
to complete an economic analysis of the modeled approaches. 

Eight different approaches (“scenarios”) were modeled, including extended rotation ages for 
DNR state trust lands in western Washington. The summary of the Evergreen Economics 
analysis includes the following findings related to leakage for proposals that defer harvests or 
extend rotation ages on DNR state trust lands:  

 

37https://app.leg.wa.gov/ReportsToTheLegislature/Home/GetPDF?fileName=WA%20DNR%20CFM%20WG%20Fina
l%20Leg%20Rep%202025_58249638-bb5a-412b-a62c-702d354e8324.pdf   
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“The overarching theme that emerged in our analysis is that harvest reductions and increased 
carbon sequestration on DNR-managed lands would lead to increased harvest and carbon 
emissions—leakage—on private lands that would negate most, if not all, of the carbon gains on 
DNR-managed lands. That leakage is most pronounced in the first few decades of the 100-year 
projection conducted by the Evergreen team and is mitigated to some degree by additional 
silvicultural activities on DNR-managed lands.”  

The Evergreen Economics analysis also modeled the increased distances log trucks would need 
to travel under the different management scenarios. All of the management scenarios that 
involved longer rotations or additional harvest deferrals resulted in significant increases in log 
truck miles driven and CO2 emissions:  

“Like the carbon and harvest volume results, Evergreen presented their results as the difference 
between log hauling under Scenario 1, current practices, and the other scenarios. For example, 
under Scenario 2, lengthen harvest rotation, log trucks must travel 13,770,882 miles farther than 
they would under Scenario 1 in the first 25 years of the model simulation.”  

It does not appear that the proposed revisions to the U.S. Forest Protocol account for these 
emissions. Deferrals and increased rotation lengths result in reduced timber supplies here in 
Washington. Washington mills will look to neighboring states and provinces to secure needed 
log supplies. This merely shifts harvest emissions from Washington to elsewhere while also 
resulting in additional transportation-related emissions. Alternatively, other regions in the U.S. or 
globally will produce more wood products at the expense of Washington’s forest sector. If 
Washington mills reduce lumber production due to a lack of available timber, this lumber 
production and the related emissions will merely shift to another state or country to meet 
domestic demand – again, with additional transportation-related emissions.  

The Consortium for Research on Renewable Industrial Materials (CORRIM) also finds that 
when Washington mills and are forced to access logs from other states the environmental 
footprint increases, such as a 37% increase coming from nearby Oregon. The United States 
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already imports about 30% of its softwood lumber, including from far away countries like 
Germany, Chile, and Brazil.  

Recommendation 2: Account for increased emissions from product substitution  

We are concerned that no effort has been made to account for the emissions associated with 
product substitution in the revisions. Substitution occurs when a different product is used in 
place of the wood product that is withheld from the market by harvest deferral. In the case of 
softwood lumber, wood utility poles, and other wood products this substitution may occur with 
concrete, steel, or other composite materials that have much higher emissions associated with 
their production – leading to a net increase in carbon emissions due to the harvest deferral (e.g. 
Perez-Garcia et al. (2005a; 2005b), Hammond and Jones (2008), Oliver et al. (2014), Lippke et 
al. (2011a and 2019), Laurent et al. (2018), Puettmann et al. (2021)).  

Published displacement and substitution factors are available to quantify the efficiency of using a 
wood‐based product to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the atmosphere compared to a non‐
wood alternative product (Sathre and O’Connor 2010; Leskinen et al. 2018) and they vary by end 
use (e.g. Lippke et al. 2011a, 2019, 2021). Lippke et al. (2021) used recently published life cycle 
assessment data for analysis that compares the carbon consequences of a ‘no-harvest’ alternative 
for Pacific Northwest forests to a range of alternative uses. They found that accounting for only 
the harvested wood products (e.g. no substitution or SWDS storage) generates 1.2 times greater 
benefits than no harvest alternatives. When substitution is considered, the carbon benefit 
increases to 1.6 – 5.9 times better than no harvest alternatives depending on end uses. These 
climate mitigation benefits are real, measurable, and predictable. Incorporating them into the 
U.S. Forest Protocol will be necessary to more accurately reflect the net carbon benefits of the 
forest sector in Washington state and issuing offset credits that are real, permanent, quantifiable, 
verifiable, and enforceable.  

Substitution is likely far greater for DNR state trust lands, which are already managed to a longer 
rotation age which results in a greater diversity of log sizes that support a more diverse mix of 
products, including Douglas fir utility poles and cross-arms for which substitution is more likely 
and corresponds to more carbon-intensive alternatives.  

In 2024, AFRC contracted with CORRIM and the University of Washington’s Center for 
International Trade in Forest Products (CINTRAFOR) on a case study38 using data from a 
harvested DNR timber sale and publicly available U.S. Forest Service Forest Inventory and 
Analysis (FIA) data to conduct a full carbon accounting of a DNR timber sale using established 
life cycle assessment data on forestry, forest operations, and manufacturing of products that were 
produced from that sale (enclosed).  

The timber sale used for the analysis was the Penny Alderwood Timber Sale in Jefferson County, 
Washington. The analysis relies on extensive data provided by the timber purchaser related to 
harvest operations, transportation distances, and the different types of wood products produced. 
Non-wood building materials, like steel and concrete, are nonrenewable and result in much 

 

38 https://amforest.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CORRIM-AFRC-Penny-Final-Report.pdf   
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larger carbon emissions and no long-term carbon storage. The case study includes numerous 
tables outlining substitution effects, including Table 6 for utility pole production: 

Recommendation 3: Include safeguards to avoid adverse socio-economic and carbon 
impacts resulting from the loss of forest sector infrastructure due to reductions in timber 
supply; Remove the HUC 14 forest area enrollment requirement  

Extending harvest rotations under IFM projects will result in reduced harvest volumes in the 
short term. This reduction could have serious negative localized impacts on the milling, trucking, 
and forest contractor components of the forestry sector and the rural communities that depend on 
our industry. We agree with a recommendation made by Hampton Lumber (an AFRC member 
company), in an August 18, 2025 comment letter to the Department of Ecology:  

“We request that Ecology condition project enrollment on modeling that evidences cumulative 
impacts of forest offset projects in any given wood basket will fall below a regulatory threshold. 
Rural communities stand to bear a disproportionate economic burden under the Cap-and-Invest 
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program and the state has a responsibility to examine and address potential impacts to fiber 
supply in a meaningful way…….  

In our view, the forest offset protocol should incorporate a test for project enrollment that hinges 
on wood fiber availability in individual wood baskets. For instance, we would propose that 
project developers announce their projects for some period of time in advance – maybe two 
years – and then at the close of that period model the impacts associated with all other projects 
then-existing or announced during that two-year period. If those cumulative impacts would 
reduce fiber availability in the wood basket by more than a regulated threshold (e.g., 5%) 
relative to baseline, then the project would be asked to produce offsets in some other manner, or 
be withdrawn. Otherwise, project enrollment would proceed in the order of announcement and 
approval (i.e., first-come, first-served).”  

The loss of industry infrastructure also has consequences for carbon emissions. Infrastructure 
losses threaten timber markets for private forestland owners and our ability to treat overstocked 
forests at risk of catastrophic wildfire, including federal forestlands. For example, the Hampton 
Lumber sawmills in Morton, Randle, and Darrington provide critical markets for forest health 
and fuels reduction treatments east of the Cascades. The loss of forest product milling markets 
for private forestland owners also increases the pressure to convert these lands to non-forest uses, 
including development. Both of these outcomes would result in significant carbon emissions and 
reinforce the need to include safeguards to prevent significant, localized reductions in fiber 
supply.  

We also ask that Ecology remove the requirement that a project proponent enroll all forested 
areas in their ownership within the HUC-14 hydrological unit into the program as it increases the 
localized impacts on fiber supply, thereby threatening fiber supply for local mills.  

Recommendation 4: Account for the different constitutional, statutory, and regulatory 
requirements for the management of DNR state trust lands.  

DNR manages over two million acres of forested state trust lands for sustainable timber 
production to generate revenue for schools, local governments, and other public services. These 
lands were granted to the State of Washington at statehood by Congress or through escheat by 
counties following the Great Depression. The management of these lands is guided by a trust 
mandate spelled out in the federal Washington State Enabling Act, the Washington State 
Constitution, and state laws that establish a fiduciary obligation between the State of 
Washington, through DNR, and the beneficiaries.  

In addition to DNR’s fiduciary obligation to the trust beneficiaries, state law also requires that 
these lands be managed for ongoing, sustained yield harvests. RCW 79.10.320 requires DNR to 
“manage the state-owned lands under its jurisdiction which are primarily valuable for the 
purpose of growing forest crops on a sustained yield basis insofar as compatible with other 
statutory objectives. To this end, the department shall periodically adjust the acreages designated 
for inclusion in the sustained yield management program and calculate a sustainable harvest 
level.” RCW 79.10.310 defines “sustained yield plans” as the “management of the forest to 
provide harvesting on a continuing basis without major prolonged curtailment or cessation of 



 

Publication 26-14-050  WAC 173-446 (US Forest Offset Protocol) CES 
Page 63 June 2026 

harvest.” DNR also manages under a different Habitat Conservation Plan, riparian buffers, and 
old-growth retention requirements.  

These statutory, regulatory, and legal obligations should be recognized in the protocol and legal 
constraint tool. The protocol must also recognize that DNR state trust lands are managed 
differently than private industrial lands. Section 6.2.2 of the draft methodology establishes a 
potential 60-year stand-age baseline for public lands. However, many harvestable stands of 
timber on DNR state trust lands are older than 60 years. Any baseline should be developed with 
site-specific information.  

Recommendation 5: Forest offset protocols should accurately account for carbon stored in 
both forest and wood product carbon pools  

We support continued updates to Ecology’s Protocol that reflect the best available science, 
robust data, and credible carbon accounting frameworks for carbon stored in both forest and 
wood product carbon pools. We are particularly interested in seeing a better accounting of, and 
credit for, the carbon stored in wood products produced locally utilizing mill data specific to 
Washington state. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

Heath Heikkila  
Director, Government Affairs  
Enclosures (2) 

Ecology response to comment O-6 

Thank you for your comments.  

Response to recommendation 1. The 82% leakage rate cited in the referenced policy brief 
(Haya and Stewart, 2019) is not directly applicable to forest carbon offset projects, as indicated 
by the original study’s author39 and California’s Air Resources Board.40 Rather than base 
leakage contributions on this single study from 2004 which focused on the impacts of harvest 
restrictions on federal lands in the 1980’s on timber production, we believe that using the 2020 
meta-analysis cited in the protocol41 is a stronger foundation for the leakage rate in this offset 
protocol.  

While we cannot speak to the applicability of the modeled scenarios or modeling assumptions in 
Evergreen Economics’ analysis to this protocol, it appears that Evergreen Economics’ analysis 
found that modeled leakage from extending rotations, and a combination of extending rotations, 

 

39 https://www.pacificforest.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Murray-letter-20190603.pdf 
40 https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/offsets/overview.pdf 
41 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1389934119305064 
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increased thinning, and increased silvicultural management (Table 6) resulted in modeled 
leakage that is significantly less than 40% over the life of the project. These activities most 
closely resemble management practices typically applied to Improved Forest Management (IFM) 
projects. 

Response to recommendation 2. In response to this recommendation, we revised the protocol to 
explain the treatment of emissions for substitute products in the protocol (Tables 5.2 and 5.3 of 
the protocol). Emissions from the production of substitute materials are not included within 
project crediting because the impact of a specific offset project on consumption of substitute 
materials is likely unquantifiable. Emissions from in-state production of many substitute 
materials (such as steel) are covered under Washington State’s Cap-and-Invest Program. Further, 
this project type is compatible with long-term sustainable forest harvests. A decrease in total 
merchantable timber produced at an offset project site is not the expected outcome of project 
development.  

Response to recommendation 3. Ecology has not identified revisions made in this rulemaking 
that are expected to create a new adverse impact on the forestry industry. The protocol includes 
three project types (reforestation, avoided conversion, and improved forest management). 
Reforestation and avoided conversion projects are both compatible with timber harvesting, and 
would be expected to increase forest product production, by reforesting historically forested 
areas and avoided conversion of forests to non-forest use. The third project type, improved forest 
management, is intended to be applied to working forests. While shifts in harvest timing or 
intensity are an expected outcome of enrollment in this protocol, we believe that an absolute 
decrease in harvested wood products from the project site would not be a typical outcome for 
most projects.  

Common activities involved in improved forest management projects include employing longer 
rotations, managing competing species, and reforesting understocked areas – while these 
practices may delay harvests in the short-term, they also can be expected to increase forest 
productivity over the long-term. Changes made in this rulemaking, such as greater flexibility 
related to required forest management practices, revisions to the leakage rate deduction in the 
protocol, and revisions to the baseline setting process for improved forest management can be 
expected to further mitigate reductions in harvests due to enrollment in the offset market. These 
revisions provide greater flexibility for landowners and reduce the incentive to enroll very highly 
stocked forests in the market.  

The HUC-14 enrollment requirement seeks to ensure that Forest Owners do not selectively enroll 
only their forest lands that are most favorable for an offset project in the market, while more 
intensively harvesting their remaining lands. We have made clarifications and revisions in the 
protocol in response to comments related to this requirement. This requirement is intended to 
achieve the same goal as the “Logical Management Unit” considerations in the prior version of 
the protocol. Ecology believes this requirement is important to retain to guard against “activity 
shifting leakage” – wherein a proponent simply shifts harvest from one area to another with no 
net climate benefit.  

However, in response to comments we have added a pathway to provide exceptions or variances 
as described below: “Ecology may approve exceptions or variances to this requirement when 
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enrollment of all forested areas owned by the Forest Owner(s) within the applicable 
hydrological unit is infeasible, or impractical due to conditions outside of the Forest Owner(s) 
control, or conflicts with existing land use plans. Further, exceptions may be granted when 
enrollment of all forest areas within the applicable hydrological unit conflicts with a Tribe’s own 
jurisdictional boundaries or is otherwise infeasible for a Tribal nation.” Because of the potential 
for unique ownership situations, site restrictions, and other factors we believe providing a 
pathway for variances to this requirement is appropriate. 

Response to recommendation 4. The public lands approach in the protocol is largely consistent 
with the public lands provisions in the prior version of the protocol. Given the unique regulatory 
context in which public lands operate, IFM projects on public lands use a different baseline 
setting approach than IFM projects on private lands. Baselines are required to reflect current 
public policy and incorporate constraints imposed by all applicable statutes regulations, policies, 
plans, and activity-based funding, per section 6.2.2 of the protocol. We welcome input on 
opportunities to revise the public lands approach in the protocol in the future.  

Response to recommendation 5. Carbon stored in harvested wood products is a component of 
both the baseline and project scenarios, and may be considered in crediting. Project Operators 
may either use the default mill efficiency figures in the Assessment Area dataset (stratified by 
Supersection) or “provide an affidavit from the mill that the reported wood product classes are 
reasonable according to production records at the mill.” (Appendix B.18 of U.S. Forest 
Protocol). 

Comment O-7  
March 13, 2026  

Kayla Stevenson  

Department of Ecology  

Climate Pollution Reduction Program  

P.O. Box 47600, Olympia WA 98504-7600  

Subject: Comments on Proposed WA Forest Offset Protocol Amendments  

Dear Ms. Stevenson:  

As a ECY- approved Offset Project Registry for Washington’s Cap-and-Invest program since its 
inception, and as a CARB-approved Registry for the Compliance Offset Program for the last 
fourteen years, ACR has significant experience with the compliance offsets portions of these 
programs, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Forest Offset 
Protocol changes set to be released on July 10, 2026. These comments are structured in the table 
below based on the Proposed revisions to Ecology’s U.S. Forest Offset protocol document dated 
January 21, 2026. We look forward to continuing to partner with your branch throughout the 
amendment process and beyond.  

Sincerely,  

Kurt Krapfl  
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ACR Director of Forestry 

Goal Associated 
Revisions 

ACR Comments  

Improving project 
feasibility for smaller 
landowners  

Revision 2, 7, 8, 
9, 10, 12, 14  

Revision 8: ACR seeks clarification on the option to defer 
verification up to 12 years following the initial verification 
(i.e., proceeding reporting period (RP) 1 issuance). Would 
this mean that for applicable IFM projects with a 10-year 
crediting period and reduced (12 year verification 
frequency), only 1 full verification is potentially required per 
crediting period (i.e., the initial RP1 verification)? At 
crediting period renewal (RP11) would verification be 
required, or only in RP 12?  
Revision 9: ACR seeks clarification on whether this revision 
only pertains to projects that have elected not to renew 
their credit period (and hence they are not requesting 
credit issuance), or if a project can optionally defer credit 
issuance during a crediting period. Additionally, ACR seeks 
clarity on how and what methods / data sources canopy 
cover loss >5% is to be monitored / determined and over 
what time scale. Lastly, ACR seeks confirmation that if 
deferring credit issuance, the next verification will cover all 
the prior reporting periods.  

Increasing viability of less 
common project types 
and ownership types  

Revision 1, 16, 
18  

 

Removing unnecessary or 
unintended barriers or 
exclusions to project 
development  

Revision 10, 12, 
13, 14, 16, 17, 
18  

Revision 12: ACR seeks clarity on how computational 
reversals would/could be determined at a point in time 
between verification events, and whether OPO’s would be 
required to notify ECY of computational reversals in a 
specified timeframe after discovery. Additionally, if a 
computational reversal is identified and is verified at the 
next regularly scheduled verification, does that include a 
project that defers its next verification for up to 12 years?  
Revision 17: ACR seeks confirmation that under the 
registration process under WAC 173-446-055, the 
attestation under subsection (v) can be used in lieu of the 
CITSS registration process as means of listing, but that an 
active CITSS account is still required prior to issuing offset 
credits for the Project. In such an instance that the Offset 
Project Operator applies for issuance of offset credits 
before completion of CITTS registration and ECY declines to 
make a determination under WAC 173-446-555(3), will the 
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Goal Associated 
Revisions 

ACR Comments  

offset credits be eligible to be credited to the CITTS account 
when their account becomes active?  

Improving applicability of 
the protocol to forests in 
Washington state  

Revision 7, 10, 
11  

 

Ensuring accuracy and 
appropriate conservatism 
in project crediting  

Revision 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 15, 19  

Revision 2: While ACR is mostly supportive of the proposed 
revisions, we would caveat that requiring a high-stocking 
reference for all IFM projects on private lands (not just 
those with initial carbon stocks below common practice) 
may disincentivize new land acquisitions for the sole 
purpose of carbon project enrollment.  
Revision 5: The proposal to provide two separate appraisals 
may disincentivize uptake of this project type. Appraisals 
meeting the protocol specifications are costly and 
specialized and requiring two may create an additional 
financial barrier to this project type, which has seen 
relatively low uptake in the California Cap and Invest 
Program.  
Revision 19: ACR seeks clarification on what forms of 
evidence would constitute a conservative estimate for the 
volume of harvested wood in the baseline scenario (e.g., 
“Rather than requiring that proponents model baseline 
harvests, the revised approach provides the option of a 
conservative estimate for the volume of harvested wood in 
the baseline scenario.”)  

Ecology Response to Comment O-7 
Thank you for your comment. Our responses are structured to reflect your comments in the order 
submitted in the table. 
Response to comment 1. In response to this comment, we have added clarification to Table 7.1 
of the protocol to clarify that a site visit is required after the first reporting period on an offset 
project’s renewed crediting period, per WAC 173-446-535(4)(d)(iv)(D). This means that small 
Improved Forest Management projects that renew their crediting period will need to conduct a 
site visit in year 11 rather than year 12.  
Response to comment 2. In response to this comment, we have added clarification to Table 7.1 
to clarify that the provision allowing projects seeking no offset issuance to undergo a desk 
review applies to projects that are not renewing their crediting period. We have also made a 
revision to this table to clarify the time period over which a 5% decline in canopy cover must be 
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evaluated for a reversal (a 5% decline since the prior Reporting Period). If additional specificity 
on the methods or sources that may be used to determine canopy cover loss is sought, we believe 
this is appropriate to provide via future guidance rather than in the protocol itself. Providing this 
direction via guidance (rather than within the protocol) allows for use of new methods or sources 
over time as available geospatial tools evolve. We believe this is consistent with California Air 
Resources Board’s U.S. Forest Protocol June 25, 2015, which includes the use of canopy cover 
data for certain project types and does not appear to specify the sources that may be used.  
Response to comment 3. In response to comments regarding potential ambiguity related to the 
term “Computational Reversal” we have removed this reversal classification. We have retained 
the existing categorization of two types of reversals “Intentional” and “Unintentional”. Ecology 
may consider re-categorizing these classifications in a future rulemaking.  

Response to comment 4. ACR’s interpretation is correct; this revision allows for Project 
Operators to list an Ecology offset project before completing registration in Compliance 
Instrument Tracking System Service (CITSS) if prior approval is granted by Ecology and an 
additional attestation is completed by the project proponent. If a request for offset issuance is 
submitted to Ecology without completing registration in CITSS, Ecology will consider the 
request incomplete and decline to issue offset credits to the project. Project Operators may 
resubmit a request for offset issuance once registration has been completed, per WAC 173-446-
560(4)(a). 
Response to comment 5. The high stocking reference level for the project is calculated as 80% 
of the highest value for the Standing Carbon Stocks per acre within the Project Area during the 
10-year period preceding the project start date, or as long as the current Project Operator has had 
control of the stocks, whichever is shorter. In the case of an acquisition of new land, the high 
stocking reference will only reflect the period of time during which the Operator enrolling in the 
carbon market has controlled the forest.  
Response to comment 6. Ecology agrees that requiring a second appraisal will increase the costs 
associated with project development for avoided conversion projects. Ecology’s Preliminary 
Regulatory Analysis of this rulemaking estimated this additional cost at approximately $30,000. 
The Preliminary Regulatory Analysis also estimated that revisions to reduce the required 
frequency of on-site verifications for small projects will generate savings in excess of the cost of 
this additional appraisal. Coupled with greater flexibility related to management introduced 
through changes to forest management requirements in the protocol, Ecology believes that this 
protocol revision will likely increase the financial viability of project enrollment in the offset 
market for most avoided conversion projects.  
Response to comment 7. The details of conservative estimation of harvested wood products can 
be found in the protocol in section B.18. “Since the amount of harvested wood products that end 
up in landfills and the actual decay rate of the wood products in landfills are highly uncertain, 
the accounting of harvested wood products in landfills is included only when it is conservative to 
do so. Conservative in this case means that if, in a given reporting year, the amount of harvested 
wood products in the baseline exceeds the amount of harvested wood products in the project 
activity, the carbon in landfills is reported. If there is more harvesting of wood products in the 
project case than in the baseline case, harvested wood products are not considered in either the 
baseline or the project case.” 
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