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Explanation for a general audience: 
There are many ways to approach the issue of climate change and the greenhouse gases in 

our atmosphere that are causing it. Many countries and international parties are focusing on 
large-scale projects, but smaller efforts can add up to make a significant impact on a global scale 
as well. One such effort is carbon sequestration and storage. We learned about a new project 
based out of Berkley, California called Forest Carbon Works (FCW), and our project asses the 
benefits and drawbacks of this program, as well as its viability for our state of Kansas.  

A carbon sequestration program is founded in the knowledge that trees, grasses and soils all 
draw carbon out of the atmosphere as they grow new tissue. The carbon in that tissue is “stored,” 
so long as those trees are not cut down or those grasses are not burned. If we look at forests 
specifically, the healthier and larger in diameter a tree is, the more carbon it can hold, or 
sequester (NCS). In an area like Kansas City, the forest resource also removes air pollutants.  

 It’s easy to understand how the Amazon rainforest, the so called “lungs of Earth” can 
store a lot of carbon, but small forests are important too. The FCW program encourages private 
landowners with properties of at least 40 acres to responsibly maintain their carbon stock. In 
exchange for the land management, owners receive annual payments through the California cap 
and trade market, which quantifies the value of sequestering atmospheric carbon. This program 
could serve as a mold around which other sequestration programs may form, to include different 
states and different types of sequestration (the Kansas prairie has potential too!)  

There are several drawbacks to this particular program, and there is currently only one 
couple in Oregon that is enrolled and receiving benefits. After assessing the benefits and 
drawbacks to the FCW agreement as it exists now, we created a list of recommendations that 
would make the program more enticing for private landowners, and more transferrable to other 
states and regions.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



Explanation for a professor from your department: 
Forest Carbon Works (FCW) is a carbon sequestration program operated by ecoPartners, 

an LLC dedicated to the conservation of forests. The program is based out of California but is 
not limited to in-state participants. In this way, FCW works serves as a bridge between the state-
run market in California, individuals in other states, and the global environment. The goals of 
FCW are to improve forest management projects, to implement sustainable management, to keep 
forests intact, and to acquire carbon credits for California’s cap and trade market. Through the 
California Air Resources Board, private landowners can buy into the state carbon market and 
generate a passive revenue stream. The FCW program only has one active project but does have 
applicants in several other states. The active project exists in Oregon, where a 120-acre property 
yields almost $10,000 dollars in annual profit. That property size represents merely 0.00005% of 
the total amount of forested land in Kansas, 95% of which is privately owned (KS Forest 
Service). So, not only does Kansas certainly have a market for forest sequestration programs, but 
there is a niche for a program that caters to private and inter-generational landowners.  

After considering the interests of both parties involved in an agreement of this nature, and 
picking apart the FCW contract, we determined that this program could serve as a mold around 
which other sequestration programs may form, but that it would certainly require adjustments 
before it is viable for Kansas. Our main recommendations are that the project length be shortened 
from 125 years to 50 years, and that annual compensation to the landowner continues past the 
25-year period stated in the FCW agreement. These recommendations serve to compensate for 
the two main obstacles that we identified would make it difficult to garner interest from Kansans. 
There is even greater potential for grassland carbon sequestration in Kansas, but the kind of 
technology that FCW has developed to make taking part in sequestration simple for a landowner 
does not yet exist for grasslands. Our contact at ecoPartners shared that the American Carbon 
Registry is currently working on grassland programs, so hopefully we will see that coming to the 
table in the near future. Or, perhaps one of our group members will be the one to bring it to the 
state of Kansas! 


